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1.0  ZNTROBXJCnON 


A  Public  Meeting  on  the  U.S.  Air  Force  proposed  plan  for  the  clean-up  of  contamination  at  the  BOMARC  Missile 
Site,  McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New  Jers^  was  conducted  at  Fort  Dix,  New  Jers^  on  June  20,  1992.  A  summary 
of  responses  to  commoits  provided  at  the  Public  Meeting  is  provided  in  Section  2.  Responses  to  writtm  comments 
are  provided  in  Section  3.  A  transcript  of  the  public  hearing  is  provided  as  Appendix  A.  A  copy  of  all  lettns 
provided  to  the  United  States  Air  Force  are  provided  as  Appendix  B. 
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2.0  RESPONSES  TO  COMMENl^ 

PUBLIC  MEETING  FOR  THE  BOMARC  MISSILE  SITE 

PROPOSED  PLAN, 

JVNEiXt,i99Z 


The  comments  have  been  summarized  from  transcripts  of  the  Public  Meeting  which  is  provided  as  Appendix  A. 

Comments  of  U.S.  Congressman  Jim  Saxton 

Comment  1:  The  Air  Force  should  ensure  that  excavation  and  hauling  of  soil  in  the  area  would  not  adversely 
affect  hiunan  health  and  the  mvironmoit. 

Response  1:  Implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  (Off-site  Disposal)  would  require  engineering  controls 

to  prevent  erosion/suspension  of  contaminants  during  excavation.  Mitigation  measures  are 
outlined  in  Section  4.6  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Air  8anq>ler8  would  be  used  to 
monitor  activities.  Additional  mitigation  measures  that  would  be  used  include:  covering  exposed 
piles  of  excavated  dirt,  restoring  disturbed  excavated  areas,  construction  of  perimeter  controls 
around  the  excavated  areas,  forcing  the  threatened  plants  at  die  site,  construction  and  use  of  a 
decontaminadon  pad,  limiting  truck  traffic  during  peak  community  hours,  and  developmoit  of  a 
Health  and  Safety  Plan  specific  to  excavation  activities.  During  the  remedial  design  phase  a 
complete  nutigation  plan  would  be  developed.  The  plan  will  be  provided  to  cognizant  Federal, 
State,  and  local  officials.  Performance  standards  would  be  developed  and  incorporated  into  the 
remedial  action  contract. 

Comment  2:  The  U.S.  Air  Force  should  oisure  general  safety  and  worker  safety  precautions  observed  during 

excavation  of  either  On-site  Treatment  or  Off-site  Disposal  options. 

Response  2;  Some  of  the  mitigation  measures  for  the  Off-site  I^sposal  Alternative  are  briefly  described  in  item 

1  above.  The  site  specific  Health  and  Safety  plan  to  msure  general  safety  and  worker  safety  and 
a  site-specific  nutigation  plan  will  be  developed  prior  to  initiation  of  remedial  action  activities. 

Comment  3:  Where  will  the  indigenous  soil  come  from  that  would  replace  all  excavated  site  soils? 

Response  3:  There  is  some  indigenous  soil  left  over  onsite  from  grading  operations  associated  with  origitud  site 

coiutruction.  These  soils  would  be  used  to  r^lace  all  excavated  site  soils. 

Comment  4:  When  will  remediation  begin?  How  will  the  Low  Level  Radioactive  Waste  Policy  Act  deadline 
of  January  1,  1993  affect  disposal  option? 

Response  4:  The  issue  that  will  most  impact  the  Air  Force’s  ability  to  make  an  indqiendent  decision  regarding 

waste  disposal  is  the  Low-Level  Radioactive  Waste  Policy  Amendments  Act  (LLRWPAA) 
governing  interstate  shipment  and  disposal  of  radioactive  waste.  The  LLRWPAA  places  the 
burden  for  low-level  radioactive  waste  disposal  with  the  individual  states,  or  with  conq>acts  of 
states,  and  establishes  a  schedule  for  phased  implementation.  This  act  has  already  increased  the 
cost  of  disposal  at  the  licensed  commercial  sites  through  its  provisions  allowing  currently  sited 
states  to  levy  waste  surcharges.  Costs  are  projected  to  escalate  even  more  as  states  and  compacts 
set  fees  to  support  their  sites’  operations.  A  more  immediate  issue  affecting  any  decision  is  the 
scheduled  closure  of  the  commercial  sites  on  January  1,  1993.  On  that  date,  another  provision 
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Comment  5: 

Response  5: 

Comment  6: 
Response  6: 

Comment  7: 
Response  7: 
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of  the  LLRWPAA  takes  effect  that  effectively  closes  existing  commMcial  sites  to  genoators 
outside  the  state  or  con^MCt  in  which  the  site  is  located.  As  state  and  con^Mct  agreonents  now 
stand,  waste  generators  in  New  Jersey  will  have  no  access  to  existing  sites  even  if  th^  remain 
open  to  meaib(n  states  within  the  sites*  contacts. 

All  of  the  potential  waste  disposal  sites  have  been  identified  and  costs  analyzed.  Currently,  the 
only  cost-effective  disposal  site  identified  that  can  acc^t  the  BOMARC  waste  is  a  U.S. 
Dqurtment  of  Energy  (DOE)  facility.  The  Air  Force  will  begin  remedial  dedgn/rmnedial  action 
iq>on  notification  that  tiie  DOE  will  accq>t  waste  or  anotim  equally  cost-effective  £q>osal  nte 
becomes  available.  The  NEPA  No  Action  Altonative  would  be  implemented  as  an  interim 
remedy  until  ponusnon  is  secured  from  DOE  for  diqxMal. 

There  is  concern  that  the  NEPA  No  A(^on  and  Limited  Action  Alternative  may  help  to  turn  tiie 
already  contaminated  site  (as  has  been  tried  in  the  past)  into  a  radioactive  materials  storage 
facility. 

In  the  event  that  the  NEPA  No  Actitm  Alternative  is  inq>lemented,  radioactive  contamination 
would  renuun  in  place,  and  access  controls  and  environmental  monitoring  would  continue; 
containment  structures  would  be  maintained.  NEPA  No  Action  is  an  interim  rmnedy  tiiat  wiU 
allow  the  Air  Force  to  secure  a  cost  effective  site  for  di^osal  of  waste  excavated  from  tiie 
BOMARC  Missile  Site.  The  Air  Force  is  not  considering  turning  tiie  site  into  a  radioactive 
materials  storage  focility. 

Th«e  is  concon  that  the  area  tOMy  be  negatively  perceived  due  to  the  fiict  tiiat  a  nuclear  waste 
site  may  remain  in  the  area. 

If  the  NEPA  No  Action  Altonative  were  inqilemcnted,  contaminated  materiala  would  mnain  in 
place  at  the  site,  as  they  have  cince  1960.  Inqilaiientation  of  tiiis  alternative  would  not  be 
expected  to  alter  present  land  use  patterns  in  the  area.  Genmally  tiiis  conclusion  is  based  on  tiie 
remoteness  of  the  nte  from  adjacent  nonmilitary  properties,  the  agricultural  and  rural  low-density 
luture  of  the  existing  development,  and  the  lade  of  significant  devdopment  pressure  due  to 
controls  in  regional  and  local  land  use  plans  and  zoning  ordinances.  The  Air  Force’s  pretered 
site  remedy  is  designed  to  reduce  the  source  of  site  contaminants  by  off-nte  diqiosal. 

There  is  concern  that  the  cost  will  increase  witii  time  if  remediation  is  delayed  due  to  the  lade  of 
a  viable  diqiosal  location. 

The  comment  is  noted.  The  Air  Force  intends  to  diqiose  of  tiie  BOMARC  Waste  in  a  cost- 
effective  waste  disposal  nte.  The  current  moot  likdy  option  is  a  DOE  fimility.  Costs  for  lEqiosal 
at  a  commercial  site  are  aignificantiy  greater  than  diqiosal  at  a  DOE  focility.  The  cost  of 
disposing  of  BOMARC  Missile  Site  waste  at  the  comnmdal  U.S.  Ecology  Hanford  site  is 
estimated  to  be  $24  million,  whneas  diqxisai  at  a  DOE  radioactivity  waste  diqiosal  focility  is 
estimated  to  cost  $7  million.  Costs  for  diqwoal  at  a  commocial  site  are  mqpected  to  inmease 
substantially  Ity  January  1,  1993,  when  the  LLRWPAA  takes  effect.  Disposal  of  the  BOMARC 
wastes  at  a  commercial  focility  is  not  currently  conaideied  cost-effective. 

The  Air  Force  has  no  firm  reqionse  from  tiie  DOE  as  to  udietiim'  or  not  DOE  will  accqit  tiie 
BOMARC  waste.  It  it  the  Air  Force’s  wuierstanding  tiiat  the  DOE  will  not  consider  acc^tance 
of  the  waste  unless  the  Air  Force  has  been  refused  diqKwal  permission  at  all  available  commercial 
sites.  The  Air  Force  has  ctmtacted  all  of  tiie  commercial  diqiosal  sites  and  tiie  conqiacts.  They 
have  indicated  that  disposal  of  BOMARC  Misnle  Site  waste  at  their  finilities  is  not  an  option. 


2-2 


Comments  of  Mr.  Ralph  Bitter, 

Chairman  of  Flumsted  Town^p  Enyironmental  Commission 

Comment  8:  Is  the  $30  millioa  appropriated  for  this  project  ia  for  this  year  only  or  will  die  project  be  fonded 
for  its  lifetime? 

Response  8:  There  is  approximately  seven  million  dollars  available  for  the  implementadon  of  this  project. 

Comment  9:  What  is  the  projected  timeframe  to  con^ledcm  of  die  project? 

Response  9:  Once  the  Record  of  Decision  is  signed,  it  would  take  approximately  2  years  to  clean  the  site, 

assuming  that  a  DOE  disposal  froili^  remains  a  viable  disposal  site. 

Comment  10:  What  methods  will  be  used  to  tranqiort  contaminated  material  off-site? 

Response  10:  Triicking  has  been  adected  as  the  prefixed  mode  of  tranqiorting  wastes.  Thme  are  two  main 
reasons  to  tranaport  die  wastes  from  the  BOMARC  Missile  Site  \)y  truck  rathm^  than  hy  rail  or  air 
safety  and  the  cost  The  Dqwrtment  of  Triuuportadon  and  State  reguladona  governing  die 
transport  of  radioactive  waste  would  be  observed.  The  route  sdected  would  be  die  most  direct 
and  would  uae  the  interstate  highway  a^stem  to  the  maximum  extent  possible.  The  ttanq;>oTt  of 
radioactive  waste  by  alternate  modes  of  transport  has  been  evaluated  in  odm^  documents.  Truck 
transport  has  genmally  been  detmnined  to  be  an  accqitable  mode.  According  to  die  U.S. 
Department  of  Commerce,  truck  transport  is  die  most  cost  effective  method  of  shipment  The  unit 
cost  of  air  tranaport  is  estimated  to  be  substantially  greatn  dian  the  cost  of  truck  tranqiort.  Eidier 
rail  or  ur  tranqiort  would  requite  two  additional  transfers  of  waste  matnial.  The  unit  cost  of  rail 
tranqiott  is  slightly  Iowm  dum  trudc  transport.  However,  rail  tran^rt  would  require  two 
additional  transfers  of  waste  nuterial  which  would  increase  cost  and  the  potential  for  furtive  dust 
to  escape  to  the  environment. 

Comment  11:  How  will  the  matoial  be  contained  for  tranqiott? 

Response  11:  All  contamiiuUed  materials  would  be  tranqiorted  in  iqiproved  Department  of  Tranqxirtation 
crmtainment.  Different  envinmmental  media  would  be  handled  and  padcageddifferendy.  On-«te 
radioarudysis  would  be  miqiloyed  to  limit  the  total  amount  of  wastes  designated  for  dUq>osal  as 
radioactive  waste.  In  addition,  sq»ration  of  materials  not  requiring  remediatirm  from 
contaminated  materials  would  be  enq>loyed  to  limit  the  total  amount  of  radioactive  wastes.  For 
exanqrle,  on-site  analysis  would  be  used  to  scan  concrete  from  Shdter  204  and  the  Concrete 
Apnm/Draiiuge  IMtch  prior  to  final  sectioning.  Contaminated  portions  would  dien  be  sectioned 
away  from  uncontaminated  portions.  Uncrmtaminated  materials  would  be  left  on-site.  Handling 
procures  for  each  of  the  crmtaminated  units  are  described  below: 

•  Shdtar  204.  Shelter  204  would  be  sectioned,  scarmed  with  an  appropriate  radiation 

detection  instrument  and/or  alpha  detector  and  containerized  for  off-«te  transport. 
Mat«ials  found  to  be  below  threshold  limits  established  in  die  Remedial 
Investigation/FeariUlity  Study  would  be  left  on-site.  Ail  demolition  activities  would  be 
monitored  using  high-volume  air  sanqilers;  data  would  be  oonqiiled  at  the  end  of  each 
work-day.  Engineming  controls  designed  to  resuqiension  would  be  utilized. 

The  msTimum  volume  of  waste  material  that  would  be  disposed  of  estimated  at  402  ycP, 
and  tranqiortation  of  this  would  be  by  truck  to  the  di^Kisal  site. 

•  Apron/Draiiiage  Ditch.  The  concrete  apron  would  be  sectioned  and  scanned  widi  an 
^ipropriate  radiation  detection  instrument  to  sqparate  uncontamiiuUed  material  prior  to 
off-site  disposal  of  the  contaminated  fraction.  Concrete  found  to  be  below  tiirediold 
limits  established  in  the  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Study  would  be  left  on-site. 
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Comment  12: 
Response  12: 
Comment  13: 

Response  13: 


The  iMTimum  volume  of  concrete  that  could  require  ofF-site  disposal  is  356  ycP.  Thoe 
is  an  additional  1,120  y(P  of  asphalt  cover  in  the  drainage  ditch  with  an  expand  volume 
of  124  yd*  that  could  require  off-nte  diqxnal.  All  demolition  activities  would  have 
engineering  controls  designed  to  minimiM  resuspension  of  radioactive  contaminants,  and 
all  actiWties  would  be  monitored  using  high  volume  air  sanq>ler8.  Transportation  would 
be  by  truck  to  the  disposal  site. 

•  Utility  Bunkers.  Utility  bunkers  would  be  excavated,  sectimed,  scanned  with  an 
appropriate  radiation  detection  instniment,  and  containoized  on>aite.  The  maximum 
volume  that  would  require  disposal  as  radioactive  waste  is  estimated  at  37  yd’. 

•  Contaminated  Soil.  Contaminated  soil  would  be  excavated  using  conventional 
excavaticm  equipment.  Continuous  air  mcmitoring  would  be  performed  in  work  areas, 
and  engineering  controls  for  dust  siqipression,  such  as  spraying  tiie  soil  with  water, 
would  be  intylemented.  An  estimated  6,200  yd*  of  soil  would  be  excavated.  Soil  would 
be  containerized  on-site,  loaded  onto  trudca,  and  tiudced  to  the  disposal  ute.  All  areas 
excavated  would  be  restored  to  original  grade,  covmed  with  topsoil,  and  rqilanted  witii 
q>ecies  indigenous  to  the  New  Jersey  Pindands. 

•  Missile  Launcher.  The  missile  launcher  and  otim  metal  ddnis  would  be  excavated. 
The  entire  laundi»,  having  an  estimated  volume  of  5  yiP  and  an  estimated  wd^  of  2 
to  3  tons,  would  require  8ecti<ming  and  diqxMd.  All  areas  excavated  would  be  restored 
to  oiipnal  grade,  covered  witii  topsoil,  and  rqilanted  witii  spedes  indigenous  to  tiie  New 
Jersey  Pinelands. 

How  will  the  material  be  prepared  and  loaded  for  tianqxnf? 

See  response  to  item  11. 

What  provisions  for  crmtainment  <m-8ite  during  the  clean-iq>  will  there  be  to  prevent  airborne 

particles  from  escaping? 

Mitigations  to  insure  airborne  transport  of  soils  during  excavation  are  described  in  Section  4.6  of 

the  Environmental  Inqiact  Statement  summarized  as  follows: 

•  During  excavatimi  the  following  mitigation  measures  would  be  used  to  control  soil 
erosion,  decrease  fugitive  dust  emissions,  and  lessen  occupational  and  public  hedth 
impacts: 


Dirt  roads,  exposed  dorage  piles,  and  off-road  areas  would  be  watmd  on  an  as- 
needed  basis. 

Activities  would  be  curtailed  during  high-wind  conditions. 

Air  samplers  would  be  used  to  draw  volumes  of  air  tiirou^  filters,  and  the 
filters  would  be  analyzed  for  alfdui  activity  daily  in  tiie  field.  If  monitoring 
indicated  resuqieosion  of  radionuclides,  additirmal  dust  siqipresnon  tedmiques 
would  be  used.  These  corrective  measures  would  include  ^Maying  tiie  soil  witii 
water  to  minimize  resuspenaion  and  changing  operating  procedures  cmsite  to 
reduce  dust  resuqiensirm. 

Direct  radiation  surveys  and/or  soil  sampling  analyses  would  be  used  to  ensure 
that  appnqiriate  controls  are  inqilemented  to  keep  occiqiational  doses  within 
regulatory  limits  and  As  Low  As  Reasonably  Adiievable  (ALARA). 
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All  active  e^qxMed  piles  would  be  watered  and  piles  would  be  covned  when  not 
in  active  uae. 


Comment  14: 
Response  14: 


Comment  15: 
Response  15: 

Comment  15: 
Response  16: 

Comment  17: 


Hie  excavated  area  would  be  r^laced  widi  clean  fill,  conqiacted  to  original 
grade,  covered  with  topsoil  (as  needed),  and  rqilanted  widi  locally  indigenous 
flora  as  soon  as  feasible. 

Ptfimeter  control  measures  including  c(»struction  of  silt  fences,  boms, 
<fiv«non  ditches,  sediment  tnp»,  and  retentimi  banns  would  be  used;  activities 
would  be  staged  to  minimize  the  area  of  exposed  soils  during  ranedial  activities 
and  the  potential  for  detachment  and  offsite  tranqwrt  of  contaminated  matoials. 

Onsite  sectioning  of  concrete  would  be  poformed  outdoors.  Strict  en^neoing 
o(mtrola  designed  to  prevent  resuqiension  of  contaminated  particulates  would  be 
inqilemented.  The  concrete  would  be  sectioned  into  manageable-sized  pieces, 
and  tile  li^er  of  aqtiudt  beneath  tiie  cmcnte  would  be  removed.  All  water  and 
fluids  resulting  from  lubricating  or  cooling  the  sectioning  equipment  would  be 
collected  tiirough  a  vacuum  process  and  vented  tiiroi^  a  High~Effi^cocy 
Puticulate  Air  (HEPA)  filter  to  capture  all  particulate  contaminants. 

Air  aanqilers  would  be  placed  to  monitor  sectioning  activities.  If  dust  or 
airborne  contaminants  are  generated,  a  separate  vacuum  blower  would  also  be 
used  to  vent  the  air  through  HEPA  filter. 

A  complete  descripticm  of  mitigation  measures  that  would  be  inqilonented  during  the  remedial 
action  {dtase  will  be  provided  in  the  remedial  design  documentation. 

What  route,  type  of  vehicle,  and  saf(^  measures  will  be  used  during  transmit? 

A  tentative  transportation  route  has  been  devdoped  from  tiie  BOMARC  Missile  Site  to  a  DOE 
(fisposal  facility.  There  are  currently  three  operating  comnmcial  low-levd  radioactive  waste 
disposd  ficilitiea  in  the  nation  licensed  to  recdve  the  radioisotopes  present  as  contamination  on 
the  BOMARC  site.  They  are  the  Chon-Nuclear  iwility  in  Barnwell,  South  Carolina,  and  the 
U.S.  Ecology  facilities  in  Beatty,  Nevada,  and  Hanford,  Washington.  An  additional  iadlity 
licensed  for  disposd  of  bulk  materials  and  operated  Ity  Emdrocare,  Inc.  located  in  Utah,  has 
iqiplied  for  an  «niendniwit  to  its  license  for  plutonium  aid  may  also  be  available.  Tentative  routes 
have  not  yet  been  devdoped  for  tiie  Washington  or  Utah  sites. 

The  route,  type  of  vehicle  and  safety  measures  will  be  finalized  uhen  tiie  location  of  the  diqiosd 
site  has  be«  determined.  The  U.S.  Air  Force  would  sdect  tiie  safest  most  cost  effective  route. 
Materials  would  be  shipped  in  D^wrtment  of  Trsnqwrtation  improved  containers. 

What  parameters  define  high  and  low  levd  contamination? 

Low  levd  transuranic  wastes  have  activities  of  less  than  100  nanocuries  per  gram  (nCi/g),  and 
high  level  transuranic  wastes  have  activities  of  more  than  100  nG/g. 

What  proportions  of  these  matnids  exist  on  the  site  currently? 

Of  dl  whole  soil  grab  sanqiles  collected  during  the  Remedid  Investigation,  the  hi^iest  activity 
observed  was  14  nCi/g;  all  site  contaminants  sampled  have  been  low  levd. 

Locd  sources  claim  that  Brindle  Lake  was  contaminated  during  the  BOMARC  accident  Would 
the  Air  Force  Examination  Team  examine  this  possibility? 
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Response  17:  Brindle  Lake  is  located  on  Fort  Dix  Militaiy  Reservation,  3  'A  miles  due  west  of  the  BOMARC 
Missile  Site.  It  is  not  located  within  the  Elishs  Brandi  watershed.  Thus,  contamination  would 
not  be  expected  in  Brindle  Lake  via  surface  water  sediment  transport.  However,  the  Air  Force 
will  dispatdi  personnel  from  its  Armstrong  Laboratory  to  san^ile  the  lake. 

Comment  18:  If  rejected  by  all  the  commercial  sites,  will  the  material  definitely  be  accqited  the  National 
Rqiository  in  Nevada? 

Response  18:  The  Air  Force  has  no  firm  commitment  from  the  DOE  as  to  whether  or  not  the  DOE  will  accqit 
the  BOMARC  waste.  The  U.S.  Air  Force  is  currently  attenqiting  to  negotiate  that  commitment 
with  the  DOE.  It  is  the  Air  Force’s  understanding  that  the  DOE  will  not  ammdM  accqitance  of 
the  waste  unless  the  Air  Force  has  been  refused  disposal  permissirm  at  all  available  commocial 
sites.  The  U.S.  Air  Force  is  proceeding  undn^  the  assunqition  that  a  DOE  fiuility  will  accept  tiie 
waste. 

Comment  19:  Does  the  remediation  process  extend  to  the  silo  itself? 

Response  19:  Yes.  Shelter  204  would  be  sectioned,  scanned  widi  an  appropriate  radiation  detecticm  instrument 
and/or  alpha  detector  and  ccmtaiamzed  fi>r  off-site  transport.  Materials  found  to  be  bdow 
threshold  limits  established  in  the  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Study  would  be  left  on-nte. 
All  demolition  activities  would  be  nxMiitoied  uang  hi^-volume  air  samplrn;  data  would  be 
corralled  at  the  end  of  eadi  work-diy.  En^eering  controls  designed  to  minimize  resuspoision 
would  be  utilized.  The  maximum  volume  of  waste  material  that  would  be  disposed  of  carimurcH 
at  402  yd^,  and  tranqKtttation  of  tiiis  would  be  by  truck  to  tiie  disposal  site. 

Comment  20:  In  regard  to  the  use  of  large  caliber  wei^onry  at  the  Fort  Dix  Firing  Range,  have  you  dtecked 
for  or  foresee  any  breach  of  ocmtainmoit  due  to  the  projectile  irrqMcts?  ^fill  this  effect  the 
longevity  of  the  containment  &cilities? 

Response  20:  The  BOMARC  Missile  Site  and  assodated  containment  structures  are  located  across  Route  539 
from  and  are  wdl  outside  tiie  Fort  Itix  Firing  Range.  Route  539  is  a  public  highway  and  nulitary 
training  operations  which  involve  projectiles  and  other  weaponry  are  not  crmducted  in  tl»s 
itiiin«Hi«te  vicinity  of  either  the  site  or  Route  539.  Si^  military  operations  should  not  affect  the 
longevity  of  the  containment  structures.  Containment  structures  (as{tiialt  and  concrete)  are 
inspected  regularly  and  muntained  Ity  the  Air  Force. 

Comment  21:  During  a  proposed  remediation  process,  what  safeguards  will  be  on  place  on-site  and  along  tiie 
proposed  transportation  routes? 

Response  21:  Response  1  describes  safety  measures  that  would  be  entyloyed  to  inclement  Off-site  Disposal 
remedy.  Extensive  tmtigation  measures  are  associated  witii  this  alt^native  that  would  ensure  that 
the  health  and  safety  of  misite  workers  or  nearlty  residents  is  not  con^romised.  These  measures 
are  described  in  Section  4.6  of  the  Environmental  Intact  Statement.  These  measures  will  be 
described  in  detail  in  the  documents  prqwred  during  the  remedial  dengn  phase.  This 
documentation  will  include  a  description  of  the  safeguards  that  would  be  utilized  along  the 
proposed  transportation  route. 

Comment  22:  What  monitoring  actions  will  be  used  to  assure  that  no  loss  of  containment  is  adiieved? 

Response  22:  Excavation  activities  would  be  monitored  with  air  santylms.  The  air  santylers  would  be  used  to 
draw  volumes  of  air  through  filters,  and  the  filters  would  be  analyzed  daily  for  alitiia  activity  in 
the  field.  If  dust  or  airborne  contaminants  wne  generated,  a  sqiarste  vacuum  blower  would  also 
be  used  to  vent  the  air  through  a  high-enogy  particulate  air  filter.  Direct  radiation  surveys  snd/or 
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mmpling  analyses  would  be  used  to  ensure  that  appropriate  controls  are  in^rlemeated  to  keep 
occupational  doses  within  regulatory  limits  and  as  low  as  reasonably  adiievable. 

Comment  23:  Could  we  be  able  to  arrange  for  a  demonstration  of  either  the  preferred  alterrudve  or  the  IRU- 
clean  process  in  its  final  form  so  dut  we  rq>resentatives  of  Plumsted  accurately  r^rt  on  the 
procedures  involved  to  our  fellow  citizens? 

Response  23:  The  U.S.  Air  Force  will  prqnre  a  detailed  description  of  the  acUons  associated  widi  die  offsite 
disposal  remedy  during  remedial  design  and  prior  to  initiating  any  action  at  the  site. 
Documoitation  will  be  provided  to  cognizant  Federal,  State,  and  local  officials.  The  Air  Force 
does  not  intend  to  use  the  IRU-Clean  process. 

Comments  of  Mr.  Ron  Dancer,  Mayor  of  Plumsted  Townsliip 

Comment  24:  There  is  concern  that  waste  that  is  across  Route  539  may  be  disturbed  1^  develt^moit  at  some 
point  in  the  future. 

Response  24:  The  Air  Force  has  identified  Off-site  Disposal  as  the  Prefnred  Alternative.  Four  areas  across 
Route  539  would  be  remediated  to  the  cleanup  level  documented  in  die  Remedial 
bivestigation/Feasibility  Study.  During  aqrintoim  period  of  the  areas  would  be  fenced  to  restrict 
access. 

Comments  of  Nfr.  Bruce  Benner, 

New  JersQT  Department  of  Environmental  Ffrotection  and  Energy  (NJDEPE) 

Comment  25:  Although  the  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  and  Energy  will  submit  fiinnal 
commoits,  note  that  clean-up  standards  diat  are  being  proposed  the  New  Jersqr  Dqiartment 
of  Environmental  Protection  and  Energy  are  going  to  have  a  limit  of  10*. 

Response  25:  The  New  Jers^  cleanup  standards  or  health  risk  levels  are  proposed  regulations,  and  thus  are  not 
potential  state  reqiurements,  standards,  criteria  or  limitations  applicable  or  rdevant  and  iq^ropriate 
to  the  degree  of  cleanup  required  by  Iw.  The  Compr^ennve  Environmental  Response, 
Conqiensation,  and  Liability  Act  (CERCLA),  as  amended  requires  onsite  remedial  cleanup  levels 
corrqily  only  with  state  standards  that  have  been  promulgated  [see  42  USC  9621  (<Q(2)(A)Qi)]. 
Promulgated,  as  defined  by  inqilementing  Environmental  Protection  Agentty  regulations,  means 
the  standards  are  of  general  iqiplicability  and  are  legally  mforceable  (40  CFR  300.400  (gK4)). 
As  these  New  Jers^  standards  have  only  been  proposed,  thty  are  not  effective  or  enforceable 
under  state  law  [see  55  Federal  Register  8666,  8746  (8  March  1990)]. 

Ridt  ranges  and  levels  are  not  themsdves  applicable  or  relevant  and  iqipropriate  requirements 
(ARARs)  under  CERCLA  or  Environmental  Fiotection  Agency’s  implementing  regulations  at  40 
CFR  Put  300,  but  rather  relate  to  the  requirement  that  all  rmnedies  adected  be  protective  of 
human  health  and  tiie  environment  [42  USC  9621  (b)  and  (d)(1)].  When  cleamqi  standards,  or 
ARARs,  do  not  exist  for  a  given  site  locatirm,  action,  or  diemical,  or  if  they  do  exist  but  are  not 
protective  because  th^  exceed  a  10**  (1  in  10,000)  excess  cancer  risk,  then  a  cleamqi  levd  is  to 
be  established  that  falls  within  a  cancer  risk  range  of  10*  to  10*  (1  in  1,000,000),  as  set  forth  at 
40  CFR  300.430  (e)(2)(i).  The  Air  Force  has  implied  these  guidelines  and  based  up<m  fKtors  of 
uncertainty,  technologicd  limitations,  exposure,  current  and  plausible  future  land  use,  cost  and 
cost-effectiveness,  and  inqilementability  lus  selected  a  cleanup  level  cortespcmding  to  a  10*  hedth 
risk.  The  selected  cleanup  level  is  both  protective  of  human  hedth  and  the  environment  and 
conqilies  with  the  requirements  of  CERCLA. 


In  a  15  July  1992  letter  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  Region  II  office  transmitted 
to  the  Air  Force  its  comments  on  our  proposed  remedial  action  plan  and  our  identified  radioactive 
contamination  cleanup  level.  The  Environmental  Protection  Agmcy  specifically  stated  at  page  two 
of  their  comments  that  our  cleanup  level  of  8  picocuries  per  gram  of  residual  activity 
.  .represents  a  lifetime  cancer  risk  of  <  10^,  which  is  consistent  with  risk  levels  adhieved  at  other 
site  cleanups."  The  Environmmtal  Protection  Agency  concurs,  then,  with  the  Air  Force  that  our 
cleanup  level,  which  achieves  a  10^  ride  level,  is  consistent  with  both  i^plicable  law  and  other 
site  cleanup  and  risk  levels. 

Comments  of  Ms.  Lu^  Bottom!^ 

Comment  26:  Please  clarify  the  volume  of  waste  to  be  transported. 

Response  26:  The  various  contaminated  media  (including  soil  and  sediment,  the  concrete  ^non,  the  asphalt 
iqnon,  the  asphalt  cover  in  the  drainage  ditch.  Shelter  204,  utility  bunkers,  and  the  missile 
launcher)  are  estimated  to  have  a  total  expanded  volume  of  7,707  cubic  yards. 

Commoit  27:  Please  clarify  the  waste  disposal  costs,  transportation  costs,  and  excavation  costs. 

Response  27:  Detailed  line  item  costs  are  provided  in  the  feasibility  study  which  is  located  at  any  of  the 

documoit  repositories  (the  Ocean  County  or  Burlington  County  Public  libraries). 

Comments  of  Mr.  David  Rail,  Citizen  of  Lakewood,  New  Jers^ 

Comment  28:  There  is  concern  for  human  health  and  safety  at  and  near  the  site  if  the  site  is  intoitionally 
disturbed. 

Response  28:  See  response  to  comments  1,  2,  and  13. 

Comment  29:  Hiere  are  several  commmts  with  regard  to  the  nature  and  effects  of  plutonium: 

•  Plutonium  is  considered  by  many  as  the  most  dangerous  substance  ever  handled 
by  man  due  to  its  lethal  curabilities  and  its  extreme  toxic  longevity. 

•  Just  a  spoonful  of  plutonium  dioxide  particles,  if  dispersed  in  the  air,  is  oiough 
to  kill  millions  of  people.  It  also  remains  active  for  a  long  time. 

•  Plutonium  must  be  contained  with  no  leakage  for  thousands  of  years.  One 
ounce  of  plutonium  could  cause  a  wot  >^..de  epidemic  of  lung  cancer. 

•  Plutonium  if  exposed  to  the  air  ignites  spontaneously.  As  it  bums,  it  forms  tiny 
particles  of  plutonium  dioxide.  One  ounce  of  plutonium  can  form  10  trillion 
particles  of  plutonium  dioxide  which  could  remain  in  the  atmosphere  with  lethal 
implications  for  hundreds  of  thousands  of  years. 

Response  29:  Knowledge  of  the  delayed  effects  of  low  doses  of  radiation  is  necessarily  indirect,  because  the 
incidence  is  too  low  to  be  observed  against  the  much  higher  background  incidence  of  similar 
effects  from  other  causes.  Hence,  a  relationship  between  health  effect  and  radiation  dose  can  only 
be  estimated,  baaed  on  observations  made  at  much  higher  exposure  levels,  where  effects  have  been 
observed  in  humans,  and  on  animals  through  carefully  conducted  experimoits.  In  the  range  of 
doses  under  consideration  for  the  BOMARC  Missile  Site  the  incidence  of  resulting  health  effects 
is  veiy  small.  There  have  been  no  direct  measurements  of  increased  cancer  incidence  rates  for 
low-level  radiation  exposures.  Consequently,  these  estimates  are  relevant  only  to  the  average 


collective  dose  received  by  large  populations  of  individuals  and  not  to  estimates  of  doses  to 
individuals. 

Because  expected  releases  of  radioactive  material  from  the  BOMARC  Missile  Site  would  be  small 
and  the  projected  radiation  dose  to  any  individual  is  small,  the  only  effects  considered  are  long- 
delayed  somatic  (cellular)  effects.  Acute  radiation  effects  require  exposures  many  orders  of 
magnitude  greater  than  diose  projected  for  BOMARC  Missile  Site  remediation.  The  delayed 
effects  considered  in  this  assessment  are  potential  excess  tiUal  cancers  of  the  lung,  bone,  and  liver. 

The  pathway  of  primaiy  concern  for  plutonium  and  americium  is  inhalation  of  contaminated 
particles.  This  is  a  consequrace  of  three  fwtors.  First,  these  radionuclides  are  alpha  particle 
emitters.  Alpha  particles  have  very  short  ranges  in  tissue  and  dqxMit  their  energy  in  small 
volumes.  Second,  the  chemically  inert  actinide  oxides  remain  in  the  lung  for  long  periods  of  time. 
Hnally,  radioactive  contamination  at  the  BOMARC  Missile  Site  exists  in  a  form  that  is  likely  to 
produce  respirable  particles  during  clean-up  activities. 

Plutonium  will  ignite  when  exposed  ur.  Hutonium  at  the  site  already  ignited  at  the  time  of  the 
fire,  and  is  now  in  the  form  of  an  oxide  as  a  result  of  ignition.  It  will  not  ignite  again  tqxm 
exposure  to  air.  In  addition,  most  of  the  plutonium  oxide  particles  are  ciq>ped  beneath  4  inches 
of  concrete  and  are  strongly  absorbed  to  the  soil. 

Comment  30:  There  is  concern  that  4  inches  of  concrete  and  asphalt  presently  at  the  site  is  insufficient;  30  inches 
is  recommended. 

Response  30:  An  additional  thickness  of  concrete  will  not  provide  extra  protection  i^ainst  alpha  radiation  and 
will  not  provide  addititmal  containmoit.  The  concrete  and  asphalt  presmtly  at  the  site  is  sufficient 
in  thickness  to  adequately  shield  alpha  radiation  and  to  fix  the  contamination  under  a  protective 
overburden.  In  the  evoit  that  the  Ni^A  No  Action  or  limited  Action  Alternative  is  implemented, 
the  concrete  would  be  inspected  regularly  and  maintained  as  needed.  The  Air  Force’s  preferred 
alternative  is  the  off-site  diqx>sal  of  contaminants.  This  woukl  eliminate  perpetual  muntenance 
of  the  concrete  and  asphalt. 

Comment  31:  The  reconunendation  is  made  that  "until  a  proof  positive  is  devised  that  will  readily  enforce  total 
eradication*  of  the  contamirumts,  the  site  must  not  be  disturbed,  and  continuous  monitoring  and 
security  of  the  area  must  be  miuntained. 

Response  31:  Current  management  practices  include  access  restrictions,  maintmance  of  existing  contunmeat 
structures,  and  monitoring  of  site  conditions.  Monitoring  of  the  area  and  additional  access 
limitations  will  continue  until  the  removal  actim  is  conq>leted. 

Comments  of  an  Unidentifled  Fartidpant  #1 

Comment  32:  Please  discuss  airborne  plutonium  particles  and  how  th^  can  be  controlled. 

Response  32:  See  response  to  comment  13.  Movement  of  airborne  particles  can  be  controlled  using  a  vacuum 
filter.  Air  naonitoring  would  be  conducted  to  ensure  control  of  particulates.  Wetting  areas  is  an 
effective  means  of  controlling  dust  and  would  be  used  during  excavation  activities. 
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Comments  of  an  Unidentified  Participant  #2 


Comment  33:  Was  sampling  only  conducted  only  around  the  edge  of  the  accident  site?  Are  the  sanq>les 
repiesoitative  of  all  the  contamination  including  the  most  highly  ctmtaminated  area?  [This 
question  has  been  significantly  paraphrased.] 

Response  33:  Sampling  was  not  conducted  only  around  the  edge  of  the  accident  site.  Ihe  remedial  investigation 
of  the  BOMARC  Missile  Site  was  conducted  in  order  to  determine  die  site  distribution  and 
concentrations  of  plutonium  and  its  decay  product  americium  in  site  soils,  surfiuie  water,  ground 
water,  air  and  structural  materials.  Hiis  was  done  through  a  combination  of  background  research 
on  site  characteristics  and  history,  sanqiling/analysis  of  soil,  surfiu:e  water,  ground  water,  air,  and 
structural  materials  onsite,  and  various  other  surveys. 

In  many  circumstances,  —mpling  methods  were  used  whidi  were  designed  to  measure  worst-case 
radiation  levels.  Corings  were  taken  through  some  of  the  most  heavily  contaminated  portions  of 
the  concrete  cap.  Soil  borings  were  installed  primarily  in  areas  of  highest  known  radioacti^ty 
(exclusive  of  the  concrete  apron  area)  in  order  to  ensure  measurement  of  worst-case  vertical 
contaminant  migration.  Bordiole  locations  were  selected  by  scaiming  areas  of  highest  radiosetivity 
(areas  surrounding  Shelter  204,  drairuge  pathway,  and  otiiers)  with  an  instrument.  "Hot-spots' 
were  pin-pointed  by  lowering  the  instnuneat  close  to  the  ground.  This  soil  core  was  rescanned 
with  the  instrument  to  ensure  its  radioactivity. 

Comment  34:  Were  the  sanqiles  taken  for  the  treatment  tests  rqiresentative  of  the  site  ^.e. ,  would  the  treatment 
technology  TRU-Clean  work?)  [Ihis  question  has  been  significantly  paraphrased.] 

Response  34:  The  pilot  study  results  sre  described  in  a  rqxnt  entitle  Volume  Reduction  Researdi  and 
Development  Project  (VORRP)  Utilizing  the  TRU-Clean  Process  (AWC,  Inc.,  1987).  For  this 
study,  18  SS-gallon  drums  of  soil  from  the  area  adjacent  to  the  shelter,  which  is  the  area  of 
highest  contamination,  were  tested  via  the  TRU-Clean  process.  However,  soils  in  the  drainage 
ditch  were  treated  with  oil  soon  after  the  lire  accident  occurred;  these  oil-stained  soils  have  not 
been  tested  via  the  TRU-Clean  process.  This  is  one  of  the  uncertainties  associated  with  the  On¬ 
site  Treatment  Alternative,  and  it  is  one  reason  that  the  Air  Force  has  not  selected  On-site 
Treatment  as  the  remedy. 

Comment  35:  On-site  Treatment  of  soils  ought  to  be  ctmndered. 

Response  35:  It  was  considered  as  an  alternative,  as  described  in  the  Environmental  Intact  Statement  and 
Remedial  Investigation/Feaaibility  Study,  there  are  some  drawbacks  to  this  alternative.  The 
treatmoit  process  caimot  be  used  on  some  of  the  most  contaminated  site  materials,  like  as|dudt  and 
concrete.  The  Air  Force’s  selected  remedy  is  Off-site  Disposal. 

Comment  36:  There  is  concern  that  although  plutonium  emits  alpha  particles  not  strong  enough  to  penetrate  the 
skin,  it  causes  internal  bleeding  in  lungs  or  bone  marrow  cancer  if  inhaled  or  ingested. 


Response  36:  See  responses  29  and  30. 

Comment  37:  Why  did  it  take  the  Government  so  long  to  come  to  this  point  in  addressing  contamiiution  at  tiie 
site? 

Response  37:  Since  the  accidoit  the  Air  Force  has  effectively  contained  the  contamination  at  the  site  and  has 
restricted  access.  Regular  mcmitoring  of  the  site  has  also  been  ongoing.  However  tiiere  are  new 
technologies  for  handling,  treating,  and  disposing  of  radioactive  waste.  The  TRU-Clean  process, 
for  example,  was  only  studied  and  tested  in  the  late  1980s.  Because  the  new  treatment  and 
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disposal  alternatives  are  available,  the  Air  Force  wanted  a  detailed  study  of  the  site.  The 
Feasibility  Study  was  conducted  in  order  to  develop  and  evaluate  all  of  the  potential  remedial 
alternatives.  The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  was  devdoped  to  assess  all  of  the  possible 
impacts  of  the  alternatives  to  assist  in  the  decision  making  process. 

Comment  38:  There  is  concern  that  in  the  future,  the  area  may  be  disturbed  by  devel(^ment. 

Response  38:  Implemmtation  of  the  preferred  alternative  would  return  the  site  to  a  condition  suitable  for 
potential  use.  The  Air  Force  will  continue  to  monitor  and  restrict  access  to  the  site  until  mnedial 
action  is  completed. 

Comments  of  an  Unidentifled  Participant 

Comment  39:  When  sanq)]ing  the  area  west  of  Route  539,  why  didn’t  the  samples  take  precauticms  against 
radiation  contanunation? 

Response  39:  All  necessary  precautions  were  taken,  the  levds  in  this  area  are  not  hi^  enough  to  cause  any 
exposure  problems. 

Comment  40:  Can  the  Air  Force  speculate  <»  the  cause  of  the  three  geo|diysical  anomalies  that  woe  outside  die 
plan? 

Response  40:  Yes.  The  anomalies  could  rqpiesent  the  missing  launcher  and/or  odier  metal  shdtn  dd»is,  buried 
drums,  or  utilities. 

Comment  41:  There  is  concern  diat  the  area  across  Route  539  is  accesnble  to  drivon  or  the  public. 

Response  41:  See  response  24.  Access  to  this  area  will  be  restricted. 

Comment  42:  There  is  concern  about  the  missing  launcher.  How  did  it  get  lost?  Why  is  diere  no  record  of  its 
location?  Might  the  laimcher  have  beoi  taken  to  some  remote  location? 

Response  42:  The  Air  Force  does  not  have  all  the  records  from  events  occurred  over  diree  decades  ago. 

Given  this  situation,  the  Air  Force  has  attempted  to  locate  the  laundm  by  conducting  get^yncal 
survQTs  of  the  most  likely  burial  locations  in  die  area.  The  Air  Force  qieculated  that  ^  lanndi« 
could  be  buried  onsite,  not  too  fw  from  the  shdtn. 
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Comments  of  Lauren  Warner, 

Manchester  Towndiip, 

Vice  Chairperson,  Environmental  Commission,  letter  dated  July  2,  1992 

Comment  1:  We  support  the  preferred  alternative  because  it  addresses  cleanup  of  the  site  and  will  pomanoitly 

reduce  the  source  of  contamination  at  the  site. 

Response  1:  Comment  noted.  As  indicated  by  the  Record  of  Decision,  the  Air  Force  has  sdected  Off-site 

Disposal  as  the  remedy  and  will  continue  to  restrict  access  to  the  site  until  that  remedy  can  be 
in^lemoited. 

Comments  of  Thmsa  Lettman, 

Pinelands  Preservation  Alliance, 

Project  Manager,  Monitoring  Networic,  letter  dated  July  3,  1992 

Comment  1:  We  are  opposed  to  Alternatives  #1  and  #2  because  they  do  not  address  cleamq>  of  the  site. 

Alternative  #3  addresses  only  a  limited  amount  of  contaminated  noaterials  and  does  not  address 
cleanup  of  the  entire  site. 

The  two  renuumng  Alternatives  #4  and  #S,  address  die  same  amount  of  cleam^.  One  mediod 
treats  the  soils  widi  any  sources  less  than  8  picocuries  per  gram  being  returned  to  the  site.  The 
other  does  not  excavate  any  sources  that  are  below  the  8  picocuries  per  gram.  The  difference 
between  the  two  would  appear  to  be  the  amount  of  activity  and  construction  on  site  that  would  be 
required  to  acconqilish  this,  with  Altonadve  #4  requiring  the  greater  amount. 

We  support  the  preferred  Alternative  #S  because  it  doesn’t  require  additimal  construction  or 
disturt»nce  to  the  site  area.  Also,  it  will  p«manendy  reduce  the  source  of  contamination  at  the 
site. 

Response  1:  Comment  noted.  As  indicated  by  the  Record  of  Decision,  the  Air  Force  has  sdected  Off-site 

IMsposal  as  the  remedy  and  will  continue  to  restrict  access  to  the  rite  until  that  remedy  can  be 
implemented. 

Commoits  of  Roman  S.  Luzecky, 

New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Plrotection  and  Enogy, 

Section  Chief  Bureau  of  Federal  Case  Management,  letter  dated  Juiy  3,  1992 

Comment  1:  The  proposed  New  Jersty  Cleanup  Standards  utilize  a  health  risk  basis  of  10^.  Remediation  to 
a  health  risk  level  of  Ity*  is  not  acc^table. 

Response  1:  The  New  Jerwty  cleanup  standards  or  health  risk  levels  are  proposed  regulatirms,  and  thus  are  not 

potential  state  requirements,  standards,  criteria  or  limitations  applicable  or  relevant  and  appropriate 
to  the  degree  of  cleanup  required  by  law.  The  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response, 
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Comment  2: 

Response  2: 
Conunoit  3: 


Response  3: 


Conqiensation,  and  Liability  Act  (CERCLA),  as  amended  requires  onsite  remedial  cleanup  levds 
comply  only  with  state  standards  that  have  been  promulgate  [see  42  USC  9621  (d)(2)(AKii)]- 
Promulgated,  as  defined  by  implementing  Environmental  Protection  Agency  regulaUons,  means 
the  standards  are  of  gmeral  applicability  and  are  legally  enforceable  (40  CFR  300.400  (g)(4)). 
As  these  New  Jersey  standards  have  only  been  proposed,  they  are  not  effective  or  enforceable 
under  state  law  [see  SS  Federal  Register  8666,  8746  (8  March  1990)]. 

Risk  ranges  and  levels  are  not  themselves  applicable  or  relevant  and  appropriate  requirements 
(ARARs)  under  CERCLA  or  Environmental  Protection  Agency’s  intylementing  regulations  at  40 
CFR  Part  300,  but  rather  relate  to  the  requirement  that  all  remedies  sdected  be  protective  of 
human  health  and  the  environmoit  [42  USC  9621  (b)  and  (d)(1)].  When  cleanup  standards,  or 
ARARs,  do  not  exist  for  a  ^ven  site  location,  action,  or  chemical,  or  if  they  do  exist  but  are  not 
protective  because  thty  exceed  a  10“*  (1  in  10,000)  excess  cancer  rii^,  thm  a  cleamq>  level  is  to 
be  established  that  fills  within  a  cancer  risk  range  of  10^  to  10^  (1  in  1,000,000),  as  set  forth  at 
40  CFR  300.430  (e)(2)(i).  The  Air  Force  has  applied  these  guidelines  and  based  iqmn  fmtors  of 
uncertainty,  technological  limitations,  e:qx>sure,  current  and  plausible  future  land  use,  cost  and 
cost-effectiveness,  and  implementability  has  selected  a  cleaniq>  level  corresponding  to  a  Ity*  healdi 
risk.  The  selected  cleanup  level  is  both  protective  of  human  health  and  the  environmoit  and 
conq>lies  with  the  requiiemeats  of  CERCLA. 

In  a  IS  July  1992  letter  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agencty  Region  n  office  transmitted 
to  the  Air  Force  its  comments  on  our  proposed  remedial  action  plan  and  our  identified  radioactive 
contamination  cleanup  level.  The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  specifically  stated  at  page  two 
of  their  comments  that  our  cleamq>  levd  of  8  picocuries  per  gram  of  remdual  activity 
*...rq)resents  a  lifetime  cancer  risk  of  <lty*,  which  is  consistent  with  risk  levels  adiieved  at  other 
site  cleanups.  *  The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  concurs,  then,  with  the  Air  Force  that  our 
cleanup  level,  whidt  achieves  a  10^  ride  level,  is  consistent  with  both  applicable  law  and  otfao- 
site  cleanup  and  ride  levels. 

An  additional  issue  involves  the  technical  iutylementability  and  cost  effectiveness  of  using  the  10^ 
risk  level  as  a  basis  for  establidiing  cleanup  levds.  Sul»titttting  this  ride  level  into  our  current 
risk  assessment  methodology  results  in  a  soil  cleanup  level  of  0.08  picocuries  per  gram  of 
plutonium,  a  level  that  is  considered  less  than  the  average  U.S.  badeground  plutonium  levd 
resulting  from  atmospheric  testing.  Cleanup  to  a  level  of  less  than  background  is  tedmically 
intyosdble,  and  clean\q>  to  a  level  even  iq)proaching  badegrouri  would  be  cost  prdiibitive. 

The  issue  of  chemical  contaminants  at  this  site  was  to  be  evaluated  by  a  patalld  investigati<Hi  (the 
Installation  Restoration  Program).  Ihia  investigationwas  cancelled  due  to  a  lack  of  fim^g.  The 
presence  of  diemical  contaminants  on  dte  must  be  addressed. 

The  investigation  will  continue  pending  funding  authorization. 

Page  1.  Paragraph  2;  Ihe  plutonium  loss  was  described  as  "a  small  amount”.  This  cmtradicts 
the  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Study  (page  ES-1,  paragraph  5)  which  states  *a  substantial 
amount  of  plutonium  was  exhausted  from  Shelter  204  during  the  incident*.  The  description  that 
the  loss  was  substantial  is  supported  in  the  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Study  which 
indicates  that  tq>  to  300  grams  of  weapons  grade  plutimium  was  involved  (Section  4.1.S.3.2, 
paragntyh  3).  The  duuacterization  of  Ae  loss  as  'small*  should  be  corrected. 

The  requested  wording  change  will  be  made  with  no  effect  on  the  conclurions  drawn  from  the 
documents,  since  all  parties  understand  that  300  grams  is  the  maximum  estimated  amount  of 
plutonium  unrecovered  after  the  accident,  as  stated  in  the  documents. 
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Comment  4: 
Response  4: 

Commoit  5: 


Response  5: 


Page  1.  Paragraph  5:  The  proposed  plan  does  not  comply  with  "applicable  state  cleaniq) 
standards*.  This  statement  must  be  amended  accordingly. 

See  Response  to  #1  above.  As  previously  discussed,  the  plan  does  coiiq>ly  with  all  state  identified 
cleanup  standards  that  constitute  potential  applicable  or  relevant  and  aiqiropriate  requirements, 
standards,  criteria  or  limitations  under  CERCLA.  CERCLA  requires  t^  state  requriements  be 
promulgated  (42  USC  9621(dX2)(AXii).  The  state  cleaniq)  standards  refcnenced  in  the  NJDEPE’s 
comments  are  proposed  regulations  and  therefore  are  not  promulgated  and  do  not  constitute 
*iq>plicable  state  cleanup  standards*  that  the  proposed  plan  and  remedy  are  required  to  conqrly 
with  by  law.  Additionally,  risk  levels  are  not  a{^licable  or  relevant  and  iqipropriate  requirements 
but  rather  relate  to  the  conqtlimentary  but  distinct  requirmnent  that  tiie  degree  of  cleamq>  be 
protective  of  human  health  and  the  environment. 

Page  3.  Nature  and  Extent  of  Contaminatinn!  Information  provided  in  tiie  Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility  Study  rqrort  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  were  inconclusive 
regarding  the  presence  of  weapons  grade  plutonium  in  groundwater  at  die  site.  Information  on 
general  groundwater  quality  (e.g.,  oxidation/reduction  potential;  dissolved  ojygen  and  total 
organic  carbon)  was  not  provided  so  sn  evaluation  of  colloidal  tranqiort  of  weapons  grade 
plutonium,  if  any,  in  groundwater  could  not  be  performed.  A  monitor  well  was  not  installed  and 
sanqiled  in  the  pmided  area  whidi  recdved  aignificant  amounts  of  runoff  during  and  after  the  fire 
figh^g  activities.  Surveys  have  detected  rignificant  levels  of  radioactivity  in  amis  in  tiiis  area. 

In  ordm*  to  evaluate  this  area,  a  supplemental  Remedial  Investigation  work  plan  for  groundwater 
must  be  subnutted  to  the  Dqwrtment. 

The  Air  Force  believes  that  data  presented  in  the  Environmental  Inqiact  Statement  and  die 
Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Study  are  sufficient  to  demonstrate  that  groundwater  at  tiw  site 
has  not  been  inqiacted  radionuclides.  Ihe  additional  information  requested  by  New  Jersey 
Dqiartment  of  Environmental  Protection  and  Energy  (redox  potential,  dissolved  o:grgen,  total 
organic  carbon)  could  at  best  provide  an  approximation  of  a  very  complex  qrstem  and  an 
inqueciae  prediction  of  the  likdihood  of  colloid  formatimi.  Please  note  dut  die  Air  Force 
solicited  and  recdved  input  from  New  Jenty  Dqiartment  of  Environmental  Protection  and  Energy 
and  Environmental  Protectimi  Agency  Region  n  regarding  the  scope  of  groundwatw  sanqiling 
efforts.  Ihis  item  was  discussed  during  a  Tedinical  Review  Committeemedingheldon  April  13- 
14,  1989.  The  Air  Force  irzqilemented  all  groundwatm'  monitoring  recommendations  made  by 
New  Jersey  Dqiartment  of  Envirmimental  Protection  and  Eimgy  and  Environmental  Protection 
Agmcy,  and  no  radionuclides  were  ddected.  We  believe  that  the  empirical  aanqtling  data 
presented  in  the  Remedial  Ihvestigatimi/FeasibilityStud|y  rqiort  is  a  much  more  reliable  indication 
of  the  presoice/absence  of  plutonium  in  groundwater  (colloidal  or  dissolveiQ  dian  ai^  predictive 
model  that  could  be  enqilqyed,  given  the  large  number  of  variables  that  affect  the  ayatan.  Some 
of  these  variables,  sudi  as  redox  potential,  are  difficult  to  accurately  determine,  furdi»  reducing 
the  accuracy  and  utility  of  predictive  moddling. 

Data  rqwrted  in  the  Remedial  Investigation/Feaaibility  Study  indicating  that  plutonium  is  not 
affecting  groundwater  are  as  follows: 

•  Groundwater  SampUng  Data.  If  plutonium  was  bmng  tranqiorted  in  groundwatw  in 
detectable  quantities  as  colloidal  plutonium  or  adsorbed  to  colloidal  material  such  as  iron 
oxide,  it  would  have  been  detected  in  both  unfiltered  and  filtered  sanqiles  collected,  rinoe 
the  pore  spaces  in  the  filten  are  much  larga  than  the  normal  size  range  of  colloids.  No 
plutonium  was  detected.  Filters  were  also  analyzed  with  no  plutonium  detected. 
Laboratory  analysis  of  groundwatm-  is  empirical  data  and  is  considoed  mudi  more 
conclusive  than  any  predictive  model  that  could  be  enqiloyed. 
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•  Bordiole  Soil  Analysis  of  the  most  contaminated  soils  onsite  demonstrated  that  most  of 
the  plutonium  in  soils  was  concentrated  in  the  upper  1-2  feet  of  the  soil  column,  with 
very  little  plutonium  migrating  as  deqp  as  10  feet  below  grade.  The  water  table  averages 
approximately  40  feet  deqi  in  these  areas.  The  extremely  low  solubility  of  plutonium 
oxides  and  dieir  very  strong  affinity  for  soil  particles  are  well  documented  in  the 
literature.  Laboratory  analyses  of  soil  cores  showmg  very  little  vntical  migration  of 
plutonium  in  the  soil  column,  coupled  with  well-documented  tendencies  of  plutonium 
oxides  to  remain  immobile  in  the  soil  environment  strongly  indicate  that  there  is  no 
pathway  present  at  the  site  for  plutonium  to  enter  groundwater. 

•  Concrete  Coring  indicates  that  plutonium  has  not  migrated  to  soils  beneath  the  concrete 
apron,  where  much  of  the  site  inventory  of  plutonium  remains  immobile. 

The  portion  of  the  comment  requesting  a  monitoring  well  west  of  Highway  S39  ("ponded  area") 
was  submitted  to  the  Air  Force  previously,  and  the  Air  Force  formulated  a  reqxmse  explaining 
why  no  further  monitoring  west  of  Highway  539  was  required.  This  reqxmse  was  forwarded  to 
New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  and  Energy  in  Decmnber  1991.  A  meeting 
was  held  for  the  purpose  of  resolving  this  and  other  comments  on  9  January  1992,  in  Edison,  New 
Jersey.  This  meeting  was  attended  by  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  and 
Energy,  Environmental  Protection  Agency  Region  U,  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Headquarters,  and  the  Air  Force.  At  that  time.  New  Jersey  DqMUlment  of  Environmental 
Protection  and  Energy  was  in  possession  of  the  Air  Force  naptmat  indicating  that  no  iiirtiier 
monitoring  west  of  Highwi^  539  was  required,  and  laying  out  the  rationale  for  the  Air  Force 
pontion.  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  and  Energy  did  not  raise  tire  iasue 
during  the  meeting,  which  die  Air  Force  interpreted  as  agreement  with  our  rationale  for  no  fiirtiier 
monitoring  west  of  Highway  539.  The  previously  stated  Air  Force  position  on  monitoring  west 
of  Highway  539  is  stiU  considered  vaUd.  The  original  conunent  and  the  Air  Force  response  are 
rqieated  verbatim  below: 

Original  New  Jersey  Department  of  Rnvimnmental  Protection  and  Energy  Comment: 

"A  shallow  monitor  well  must  be  installed  downgradient  of  ptmding  area.  This  well  must  be 
sampled  for  Target  Conqwund  list  (TCL)  Volatile  Organic  Confounds  (VOCs),  TCL  semi- 
voli^e  organic  compounds  (SVOCs),  Target  Arulyte  list  CTAL)  inorganics,  total  dissolved  solids 
(TDS),  gross  alpha,  gross  beta  and  PU-239  using  alpha  qrectroscc^.  Both  tiltered  and  uniiltered 
samples  must  collected  for  the  inorganic  analysis.  (The  installatitm  and  saiiq>ling  of  this 
monitor  well  may  be  included  in  the  ongoing  Remedial  Investigation/Feaaibility  Study  for  McGuire 
AFB  rather  than  the  BOMARC  site  Remedial  Investigatirm/Feasibility  Study)." 

Original  Air  Force  Comment: 

"Chemical  contamirution  at  the  site  is  the  subject  of  a  sqNuate  cmgoing  investigation.  We  do  not 
agree  that  there  is  currently  a  need  for  groundwater  monitoring  for  radioactive  contaminants  on 
the  southwestern  portion  of  the  site.  During  a  Tedmical  Review  Committee  meeting  hdd  on  April 
13-14,  1989  and  attended  by  Environmental  Protection  Agentty  and  New  Jersty  DqMrtment  of 
Environmental  Protection  and  Enogy,  the  Air  Force  solicited  snd  recdved  input  on  groundwato' 
monitoring  efforts.  As  a  result  of  that  meeting,  it  was  agreed  to  sanqtle  ten  monitoring  wdls  in 
the  vicinity  of  Missile  Shdter  204,  where  the  bulk  of  radioactive  contaminants  are  found.  This 
8anq>ling  has  been  acconqiliahed.  A  sqMrate  issue  raised,  which  involves  resampling  of  the  ten 
wells  to  determine  the  specific  radionuciides  causing  elevated  gross  alpha  activity,  may  be  a  valid 
issue,  and  the  Air  Force  is  currently  considering  options  to  accomplidi  this.  We  believe  that  this 
follow-up  aampling  should  be  sccontylished  to  determine  whether  the  elevated  gross  alpha  activity 
is,  in  fact,  caused  by  naturally-occurring  radionuclides,  as  we  currently  believe.  If  this  is  the 
case,  and  no  radionuclides  attributable  to  the  missile  accident  are  detected  in  wells  surrounding 
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Comment  (: 


Response  6: 


Comment  7: 


Response  7: 


the  most  heavily  contaminated  area  onsite  (the  shelter  204  area),  then  there  is  no  need  to 
investigate  groundwater  in  the  much  less  significant  potential  source  area  located  <mi  the 
southwestern  portion  of  the  site." 

The  follow-up  sampling  mentioned  above  was  completed  as  documented  in  the  Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility  Study.  No  radioactive  groundwater  contamination  attributable  to  the 
missile  accident  was  detected  in  the  most  heavily  contaminated  areas  onsite,  so  follow-up 
investigation  in  the  minor  source  area  west  of  Highway  539  is  not  required. 

In  summary,  the  Air  Force  does  not  bdieve  that  tite  Remedial  Investigation/FeamUlity  Study  and 
Environmoital  Impact  Statement  are  inconclusive  regarding  tiie  presence  of  plutonium  in 
groundwater,  and  does  not  believe  that  the  additional  studies  requested  by  New  Jeta^  Department 
of  Environmental  Protection  and  Energy  would  significantly  add  to  our  knowledge  of  the  site. 

Page  3.  Paragraph  5:  This  paragra|tii  inq>lies  that  little  movonent  potential  for  the  plutonium 
exists.  This  is  seemingly  contradictory  to  Section  4.1.5.2.1,  paragtaidis  2  and  3  in  tiie  Remedial 
Investigation/Feaaibility  Study  which  inpfy  or  state  "movement  to  and  out  of  tiie  ponding  area  has 
probably  taken  plsce  during  major  storms  nnce  the  ditch  was  aqihalted." 

The  Air  Force  does  not  bdieve  tiiat  tiie  two  portions  of  tiie  documents  cited  are  contradictory. 
Page  3,  paiagnph  5  of  the  Proposed  Plan  addresses  tiie  bulk  of  contaimnants  found  in  various 
media  at  the  site,  including  contaminants  found  on  Sielter  204,  beneatii  tiie  concrete  apron, 
beneath  the  asphalt-covoed  portitma  of  the  drainage  ditch,  and  in  shallow  soils.  As  documented 
in  the  Remedial  Investigation/Feaaibility  Stu^,  aanopling  of  tiiese  various  media  has  shown  little 
movement  of  contaminants  since  tiie  accident  occurred,  and  in  some  cases  (e.g.  the  concrete 
ipron)  very  good  containment  of  contaminants. 

The  paragraphs  referenced  from  the  Rnnedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Studty  do  not  address 
cfmtaminated  site  media  collectively  as  does  page  3,  pangta|di  5  of  the  Ptopo^  Flan,  but  only 
address  shallow  soils  in  the  un-a^alted  portirm  of  the  drainage  ditch.  While  tiiis  area  is  in 
contaminated,  levds  of  contaminants  are  slight  conqwred  to  tiwse  found  in  and  around  Shelter 
204,  the  otmcrete  ^iron,  and  tiM  aqriialt-covmed  portions  of  the  drainage  ditch.  Thmefore, 
although  some  movement  of  ocmtaminated  soils  may  have  occurred  in  this  area  after  tiie  accident, 
the  generalized  statmnent  made  in  the  Proposed  Flan  r^arding  tiie  bulk  of  rite  contaimnants  is 
valid  and  is  not  contradicted. 

Page  4.  Summary  of  Herith  and  Environmental  Risks:  The  evaluation  of  the  potential  risks  to 
future  onsite  residents  did  not  include  the  potential  risk  of  unrestricted  use  of  groundwato'  at  tiie 
rite.  Insufficient  information  was  proviM  in  tiie  Rnnedial  Investigation/Feaaibility  Study  to 
determine  if  weapons  grade  plutonium  is  present  in  groundwater.  The  most  abundant  isotope  of 
weqwns  grade  plutonium  hu  a  half-life  of  approximatdiy  24,000  years.  It  is  uncertrin  if  rite 
access  restrictions  can  be  maintained  for  that  period  of  time.  The  New  Jeaey  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection  and  Enmgy  requests  can  be  maintained  for  that  period  of  time. 

The  Air  Force  does  not  believe  that  insufficient  information  was  provided  in  tiie  Remedial 
Investigation/Fearibility  Study  to  detoiniiie  if  we^xms  grade  plutonium  is  present  in  rite 
groundwater.  (See  response  to  #S,  above).  Groundwater  was  santyled,  with  no  weiqions  grade 
plutonium  detected.  Therefore,  for  purposes  of  baseline  risk  assessment,  the  groundwater  patiiway 
is  considered  inoonqilete,  and  does  not  require  evaluation.  Since  plutonium  is  almost  totally 
immobile  in  soil  and  groundwater,  the  groundwater  patiiwty  will  mnain  inconqilete  in  the  future. 

Since  the  preferred  alternative  involves  source  removal,  the  uncertainty  of  maintaining  site  access 
restrictions  for  24,000  years  is  not  an  issue.  If  cost-effective  disposal  rites  are  umri^able,  the 
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Comment  8: 


Response  8: 

Comment  9: 

Response  9: 

Comment  10: 

Response  10: 

Comment  11: 

Response  11: 


waste  will  have  to  remain  onsite,  in  whidi  case  institutional  controls,  although  difficult  to 
guarantee  for  24,000  years,  are  the  (Hily  feasible  option. 

Page  5.  Cleanup  Levels:  Cleanup  levds  for  groundwater,  suriiKe  water  and  air  were  not 
established  since  *no  concentratioru  of  radimiuclides  attributable  to  the  missile  accident  were 
detected  in*  these  media.  A  si^lemeatal  Remedial  Investigation  to  investigate  the  presence  of 
weapons  grade  plutonium  in  groundwater  at  and  near  the  site  must  be  conq>leted  to  detmnine 
where  plutonium  found  in  some  wells  during  the  first  round  of  san^ling  was  the  result  of  the 
drilling  opnation  or  if  it  is  indeed  in  groundwater  at  the  site.  If  present,  cleaniq)  levels  for 
weapons  grade  plutonium  must  be  developed  using  the  Departnaent’s  proposed  Cieaniq>  Standards 
for  Contamiruted  Sites  and  the  maximum  crmtaminant  levels  for  radionuclides  contained  in  die 
New  Jersey  Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  (NJAC  7:10-1  a  seq.).  The  cleam^  levds  must  be 
protected  of  a  Class  I-PL  (Pinelands  Presovadon  Area)  aquifer. 

The  Air  Force  does  not  believe  thd  a  supplemental  groundwater  investigation  is  required  (see 
reqionse  #S,  above).  The  'first  round  of  sampling*  refnied  to  in  die  comment  was  rmt  part  of 
this  Rnne^al  Inveadgadon/FeanUlity  Study,  but  was  part  of  a  previous  investigation. 
Groundwater  was  re-sanqiled  during  this  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Study,  with  no 
plutonium  detected.  Therefore,  addidmal  sanqiling  is  not  required. 

Page  9.  The  Preferred  Altemadve:  The  U.S.  Air  Force  prefen  to  diqioae  of  the  BOMARC  waste 
in  a  DOE  low-level  radioactive  waste  fecility.  This  alternative  is  accqitable  provided  that  a 
stqipleniental  Ronedial  Investigation  work  plan  for  groundwater  is  submitted  to  the  Department 

The  Air  Force  believes  that  a  siqiplemental  groundwat»  invesdgatioo  would  be  redundant  and 
unnecessary.  See  re^mnse  to  comment  #S,  above. 

Page  10.  Paragiadi  2:  The  Air  Force  is  iqiparendy  reaofving  the  rig^  to  modify  the  results  of 
the  Ronedial  Investigation/Feaaibilify  Stutfy  process  at  some  time  in  the  future  based  on  its  own 
to-be-developed  evaluation  of  the  cost-effecdveness  of  die  preferred  alternative.  This  is  questioned 
on  the  bans  that  cost  aiulyns  is  already  a  part  of  the  Feanbilify  Stuify.  The  Feanbility  Study 
figures  should  be  sufficient  to  evaluate  the  cost-effectiveness  of  foe  alternatives  and  this  analysis 
should  have  already  been  a  part  of  die  process  in  which  the  Air  Force  identified  die  preferred 
alternative. 

Cost  analysis  is,  in  feet,  currendy  included  in  the  Remedial  Investigation/Feaaibilify  Study. 
Currently,  die  only  cost-effective  diqiosal  site  is  a  U.S.  Dqiartment  of  Energy  (DOE)  disposal 
fecilify.  If  costs  for  diqxwal  at  a  DOE  fedlify  should  rise  due  to  unforeseen  dicumstances,  then 
the  Air  Force  would  have  to  re-evaluate  the  cost/benefits  of  the  preferred  alternative.  The  cost- 
effectiveness  of  alternatives  was  evaluated  based  on  current  costs,  vfoich  rtmy  change  radically 
after  January  1,  1993,  when  the  LLRWPAA  takes  effect. 

Page  10.  Paragraifo  4:  The  excavation  of  source  matnial  at  8  picocuries  per  gram  will  not 
address  the  ponding  area  on  the  other  side  of  Route  539  uhich  is  die  most  contaminated  site 
outside  the  coofmes  of  the  BOMARC  installation  propetfy.  As  this  site  is  unsecured  and  is  a 
source  of  radioactive  material  potentially  subject  to  movement  into  a  downstream  wildlife  area, 
this  is  unaocqptable. 

As  documented  in  the  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibilify  Study  nqiort,  a  total  area  of 
iqiproximately  30,000  square  feet  west  of  Highway  539  in  foe  'ponding  area*  will  be  remediated 
un^  the  aelected  remedy.  Thia  area  would  be  secured  and  access  would  be  restricted  until 
excavation  and  off-site  fospoaal  activities  are  completed. 
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Comments  of  Robmt  L.  Callegari, 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Army, 

Chief,  Planning  Division,  letter  dated  July  6, 1992 

Comment  1:  Repose  to  our  commeat  (identified  as  Comment  #24  in  Volume  2:  Public  Hearing,  Comment 
and  Consultation  Letters,  of  the  Knal  Environmental  Im{>act  Statement)  has  been  noted. 

Your  response  uuEcatea  recognition  of  die  requiranent  to  secure  a  404  pemut  OMuod  by  die 
Dqiartment  of  die  Army),  as  mandated  by  die  Clean  Water  Act  (CWA),  prior  to 
(placement  or  diachaige  of  fill  material)  (»  the  waters  of  die  United  States. 

Response  1:  Comment  noted.  The  U.S.  Air  Force  will  obtain  all  required  permits. 

Conunoits  of  Story,  Geologist, 

New  Jers^  Department  of  Kivironnimtal  Protection  and  Energy, 

Bureau  of  Ground  Water  Pollution  Ahatemoit,  letto*  dated  July  6, 1992 

Comment  1:  Information  obtained  during  die  Remedial  Inveatigadon/Fearibili^Stu^  indicated  diatdiere  is  no 
weapons  grade  plutonium  in  groundwater  at  the  site.  TherefiMe,  the  environmental  inqiact  of 
plutonium  in  groundwatw  was  not  considMed  in  die  Environmental  Impact  StatemenL  It  is 
considoed  by  this  bureau  dut  there  is,  in  gener*?  t  lack  of  information  r^arding  aite-q>ecific 
groundwater  quality  to  detennine  if  it  has  been  in^....4ed  Ity  radionuclides.  likewise,  die  potential 
for  colloidal  tranqxirt  of  plutonium  in  groundwater,  if  any,  was  not  suflidendy  evaluated  in  die 
Remedial  Investigation/Feaaibility  Stu^. 

Response  1:  The  Air  Force  bdieves  that  information  presented  in  die  Remedial  Investigation/FeaaibUity  Study 

and  Environmental  Inqiact  Statement  is  suffident  to  determine  diat  groundwater  has  not  been 
inqiactedby  radonuclides.  Groundwater  was  sampled  and  analyzed  for  plutonium,  as  documented 
in  the  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Stu^  tepoiU  No  plutonium  was  detected.  The  Air 
Force  believes  that  colloidal  tranqiott  of  plutonium  was  suflidendy  evaluated  in  die  Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility  Studty  in  dut  if  detectable  quantities  of  plutonium  wmo  bdng  tnuuported, 
sanqiling  efforts  would  have  detected  any  colloidal  plutonium  present  Please  note  diat  die  Air 
Force  solicited  and  recdved  input  from  New  Jersey  Departmut  of  Environmental  Protection  and 
Energy  (at  that  time,  NJDEF)  and  Environmental  Protection  Agen^  Re^on  n  on  dw  scope  of 
groundwatm' sampling  efforts  during  a  Technical  Review  Committee  meeting  held  on  April  13-14, 
1989.  The  Air  Force  implemented  all  New  Jersey  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  and 
Enmgy  and  Environmental  Protection  Agenty  requests  for  groundwater  morutoring,  and  no 
plutonium  was  detected  in  groundwater  at  die  site. 

Comment  2:  The  preferred  alternative  is  offsite  diqiosal  of  contaminated  materials.  This  bureau  concurs  widi 
this  alternative.  However,  additional  information  on  groundwater  quality  must  be  obtained  to 
determine  if  it  haa  been  inqweted  Ity  activities  at  die  site. 

Response  2:  The  Air  Force  bdieves  that  sufficient  work  has  been  done  to  duracterize  groundwater  at  die  site. 

Please  see  response  #1  above. 

Comment  3:  Section  2.2;  NEPA  No  Actitm  Altmative. 

a.  Included  in  this  altmnative  are  radiological  surveys.  These  survtys  would  include 
*sanq>ling  of  10  onsite  groundwater-monitoring  wdla*.  Monitoring  of  offintewdls  is  not 
inclu^  in  the  proposal. 
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Infonoatioa  regarding  water  quality  and  groundwater  flow  directions  and  rates  is  needed 
in  both  onsite  and  offinte  areas.  Additional  monitoring  of  groundwater  both  on  and  off 
the  site  must  be  conducted  under  a  supplemental  Remedial  Investigation  to  determine  the 
potential  impact  to  groundwater  quality.  The  results  must  be  included  in  a  revised 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

b.  The  frequency,  duration  and  monitoring  parameters  were  not  specified.  The  frequency, 
duration  and  parameters  for  groundwater  mcmitoring  must  be  specified. 

Response  3:  a.  The  Air  Force  believes  that  groundwater  at  the  mte  has  been  sufficiently  diarsctnized, 

and  that  additional  investigation  would  be  redundant  and  unnecessary.  Please  see 
response  #1  above. 

b.  These  it«ns  would  be  qMcified  in  rmnedial  design  documents  should  the  NEPA  No 
Action  Alternative  be  selected. 

Comment  4:  Section  3.3.3.2;  Groundwater  Flow  Ouuactoistics. 

It  is  stated  that  *groundwatw  divide  exists  adjacent  to  Ocean  County  Route  539.  Howevo',  no 
groundwater  elevation  data  to  the  west  of  the  site  is  available,  and  a  definitive  groundwato  divide 
cannot  be  established.  * 

A  monitoring  well(8)  must  be  installed  west  of  die  site  to  verify  groundwater  flow  charactnisdcs 
in  that  area.  This  activity  must  be  included  in  a  siqiplemental  Rmnedial  Investigation  work  plan. 
The  results  must  be  included  in  a  revised  Environmental  InqMCt  Statement. 

Response  4:  There  is,  in  fust,  a  monitoring  wdl  located  west  of  die  site.  Please  refw  to  Hgure  4-2  of  the 

Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Stucfy.  The  Air  Force  believes  that  groundwatCT  at  the  site  has 
been  sufiiciendy  characterized.  Please  note  diat  the  Air  Force  solicited  and  recdived  input  from 
New  Jersey  Dqiartment  of  Environmental  Protection  and  Eimgy  (at  that  time,  NJDEP)  and 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  Region  n  on  the  scope  of  groundwater  sampling  efforts  during 
a  Technical  Review  Committee  meeting  hdd  on  April  13-14,  1989.  The  Air  Force  inqplemented 
all  New  Jersey  Dqiartment  of  Environmental  Protection  and  Enogy  and  Environmental  Protecdon 
Agency  requests  for  groundwater  monitoring,  and  no  plutonium  was  detected  in  groundwat»  at 
the  site. 

Comment  5:  Section  3.3.3.3;  Groundwater  Quality. 

a.  It  is  stated  that  ’Limited  groundwater  quality  inlbrmaticm  is  available  for  the  BOMARC 
Missile  Site.  The  data  collected  at  the  site  have  focused  on  site-derived  contamination''. 
No  site-specific  infonnati<»  was  provided  in  die  Remedial  Investigatioii/Feasibility  Study 
on  nuijor  ions,  organic  carbon  content  and  oxidation  state  of  the  groundwater. 

Submittal  of  this  informadon  must  be  included  in  a  supplemental  Rmnedial  Invesdgadon 
report.  It  will  indicate  if  the  groundwater  eavironmeat  is  conducive  to  colloidal 
transport,  and  therefore,  the  migradon  of  radionuclides  adsorbed  to  the  colloids. 
Evaluadon  of  these  data  must  be  included  in  die  revised  Envirormiental  Inqiact  Statement. 

b.  It  is  stated  that  ’It  is  not  clear  whetho’  the  plutonium  detected  at  various  times  and  in 
varying  wells  represents  samples  contaminated  widi  the  surfiK^-contaminated  soils,  or  if 
it  reflects  the  actual  presence  of  plutonium  in  the  groundwater*. 

To  fully  assess  the  presence  of  plutonium  and  to  detemune  the  impact  to  groundwater 
from  plutonium,  if  any,  addidonal  groundwater  morutoring  must  be  proposed  in  a 
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supplemental  Remedial  Investigation  woik  plan.  Results  must  be  discussed  in  a  revised 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


Response  5: 


c.  *It  should  be  noted  that  because  plutcmium  has  low  solubility  and  high  sorption,  it  can 
be  transported  through  groundwater  widi  soil  colloids.  However,  this  type  of  transport 
is  very  erratic  and  difficult  to  predict.  Relatively  Imig-term  pumping  and  sampling  would 
be  needed  to  actually  detect  its  presence  in  a  monitoring  well.  * 

A  long-term  groundwater  monitoring  program  (e.g.,  aimually)  must  be  proposed  in  the 
supplemental  groundwater  Remedial  Investigation  rqmrt.  Data  obtained  during  (his 
monitoring  must  be  used  to  vmfy  diat  plutonium  is  not  present  in  groundwater  at  or  near 
the  site  and  to  evaluate  the  potential  for  migration  (e.g.,  tty  colloidal  transport)  of 
plutonium  or  its  dau^ter  products  due  to  the  existing  groundwater  charsctoistics  (e.g., 
oxidation-reductionpotential  and  organic  carbon  content,  both  natural  and  anthropogenic). 

d.  It  is  stated  that  'Standard  water  supply  parameters  ^.e.,  inorganic  species  and  odins) 
have  not  been  evaluated  at  the  site.* 

Such  data,  including  oxidadmi-reduction  potential  (E,0t  dissolved  oxygfo  and  total 
organic  caibtm,  must  be  submitted  in  a  siqiplemental  Rmnedial  Investigatioa  rq>ott. 
Results,  and  thdr  bearing  on  radimmclide  migration,  must  be  discussed  in  die  revised 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

a.  See  the  response  to  #4  above.  Hie  Air  force  does  not  bdieve  diat  die  informadon 
requested  is  necessary  or  wUl  ngnificandy  add  to  our  understanding  of  the  rite.  The 
additional  information  requested  ^  New  Joaey  Dqiattment  of  Environmental  Protecdmi 
and  Energy  (redox  potaidal,  dissolved  ojiygen,  total  organic  carbm)  could  at  best 
provide  an  rqqiroximation  of  a  voy  conqilex  qrstem  and  an  inqirecise  prediction  of  die 
likdihoodof  colloid  formation.  Air  Force  believes  that  the  enqiirical  sampling  data 
presented  in  the  Rmne^al  Invesdgadon/Fearilnlity  Study  report  is  a  much  more  rdiable 
indicadon  of  the  presenoe/absence  of  plutonium  in  groundwatm-  (colloidal  or  dissolved) 
than  any  predicdve  modd  that  could  be  mployed,  pven  the  large  numbm  of  variables 
that  affect  the  tystem.  Some  of  these  variables,  such  as  redox  potential,  are  difficult  to 
accurately  detomine,  forthw  reducing  the  accura^  ami  utility  of  predictive  modelling. 

Data  rqiorted  in  the  Remedial  Investigaticm/Fearibility  Study  indicating  that  plutonium 
is  not  dfocting  groundwater  are  as  follows; 

•  Groundwater  Sampling  Data.  If  plutonium  was  being  tran^orted  in 
groundwater  in  detectdrle  quantities  as  colloidd  plutomum  or  adsorbed  to 
coUoidd  materid  sudi  as  iron  oxide,  it  would  have  been  detected  in  both 
unfiltered  and  filtered  aanq>les  collected,  since  the  pore  spaces  in  the  filters  are 
much  larger  than  the  normd  size  range  of  the  colloids.  No  plutonium  was 
detected.  Filters  were  also  analyzed  witii  no  plutmium  detected.  Laboratory 
analysis  of  groundwater  is  enqrirical  data  and  is  considoed  much  mote 
conclusive  than  any  predictive  m^el  than  could  be  eitqrloyed. 

•  Borehole  Soil  Arulysis  of  the  most  contaminated  soils  onsite  demonstrated  that 
most  of  the  plutonium  in  soils  was  concentrated  in  the  upper  1-3  feet  of  tiie  sml 
column,  with  very  little  plutonium  migrating  as  deep  as  ten  feet  below  grade. 
The  water  table  avoages  approxinudely  40  feet  deq>  in  these  areas.  The 
extremely  low  solubility  of  plutonium  oxides  and  their  very  strong  affinity  for 
soil  particles  ate  well  documented  in  the  literature.  Laboratory  analyses  of  soil 
cores  showing  very  little  vertical  migration  of  plutonium  in  the  soil  column. 
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Comment  6: 


Response  6: 

Comment  7: 


Response  7: 


coupled  with  well-documented  tendmcies  of  plutonium  oxides  to  runain 
immobile  in  the  soil  environment  strongly  indicate  that  there  is  no  pathway 
present  at  the  site  for  plutonium  to  enter  groundwater. 

•  Concrete  Coring  indicates  that  plutonium  has  not  migrated  to  soils  bmeath  the 
concrete  apron,  where  much  of  the  site  invoitory  of  plutonium  remains 
immobile. 

b.  Ten  monitoring  wells  located  in  the  most  highly  crmtaminated  area  of  the  site  were 
8any>Ied,  with  no  plutonium  detected.  Ihe  Air  force  believes  that  further  sampling  in  a 
supplemental  Remedial  Investigation  is  redundant  and  uimecessary. 

c.  The  Air  Force  believes  that  a  supplemental  Remedial  Investigation  would  be  redundant 
and  unnecessary.  Please  see  responses  to  #  4  and  #5a,  above. 

d.  The  Air  Force  believes  that  the  information  requested  is  imnecessary  and  would  not 
significantly  add  to  our  understanding  of  the  site.  Please  see  file  response  to  #5a,  above. 

Section  3.3.3.4;  (Groundwater)  User  hiveotory. 

It  is  stated  that  "The  BOMARC  Missile  Site  is  located  within  file  area  siqiplied  the  Lakehurst 
Naval  Air  and  Engineering  Center  (NAEC)  Water  System.  A  few  other  private,  industrial,  and 
agricultural  groundwater  users  exist  within  the  region  (Battelle  Columbus  Division,  1988).  The 
U.S.  Air  Force  Occiqiational  and  Environmental  Health  Laboratory  (1988)  study  identified  several 
private  residence  wells  wifiiin  one  to  three  miles  of  the  rite.*  In  Volume  3,  Methodology 
Development,  it  is  stated  that  'Individual  private  wells  may  exist  in  the  region  near  the  rite, 
however,  ad^tional  research  and/or  survey  work  is  needed  to  confirm  the  existence  and  use  of 
all  wells  in  the  area.* 

It  is  not  clear  if  the  additional  surv^  work  has  been  conqileted  or  whefiier  a  formal  well  search 
of  D^Murtment  well  records  was  conducted.  Clarification  is  required.  A  well  search  must  be 
conducted  of  all  domestic  wells  within  a  half-mile  radius  of  the  rite  and  all  public  siq>ply  wrils 
wifiiin  a  one-nule  radius  of  the  rite.  Results  must  be  discussed  in  file  rerised  Enrironmental 
Impact  Statement. 

Ihe  Air  Force  believes  that  the  information  requested  is  unnecessary  because  groundwater  at  the 
site  has  not  been  inqiacted  by  radionuclides. 

Sections  4. 1.2.2,  4.2.2.2,  4.3.2.2, 4.4.2.2,  and  4.5.2.2;  Groundwater. 

The  inqwct  to  groundwatw  resulting  from  earii  of  the  five  remedial  altmiatives  is  evaluated.  It 
is  stated  that,  *As  discussed  in  Section  3.3.3.3,  groundwater  sanqiling  and  aiulyris  indicated  fiut 
no  radioactivity  associated  with  plutonium  could  be  detected*  and,  *Due  to  file  insoluble  nsture 
of  the  contamirumts  and  thrir  adsorption  to  soils,  contaminants  are  not  likdy  to  be  found  in  the 
groundwater  and  no  information  was  provided  on  the  solubility  of  plutonium  and  aniMicium. 

Solubility  data  must  be  provided  in  the  supplemental  Remedial  Investigation  reqiort.  To  detmnine 
if  plutonium  is  present  in  groundwatw,  the  U.S.  Air  Force  must  perform  additional  groundwater 
monitoring.  Results  must  be  discussed  in  a  revised  Environineotal  Impact  Statement. 

The  Air  Force  believes  that  the  sampling  data  supplied  in  the  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility 
Study  is  sufficient  to  demcmstrate  that  site  groundwater  is  not  inqiacted  by  radionuclides,  and  that 
the  information  requested  is  therefore  unnecessary. 
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Comment  8:  Section  4.2;  NEPA  No  Action  Alternative. 

Operational  procedures  implementing  tins  alternative  would  include  'monthly  visual  inspections* 
and  a  'radiological  survey*  which  will  be  conducted  annually  for  5  years  and  at  S-year  intervals 
thereafter. 

Hie  frequency  of  groundwater  monitoring  must  be  on  an  annual  basis,  at  a  minimum.  Addititnial 
information  on  radionuclide  presence  and  transport  in  groundwater  is  necessary  prior  to 
determining  an  acc^table,  ongoing  monitoring  program.  Such  a  monitoring  program  should  be 
proposed  following  the  siqiplemental  Remedial  Investigation  conducted  in  accordance  witii 
D^artmoit  recommoidations. 

Response  8:  The  Air  Force  believes  that  data  presented  in  the  Remedial  Investigation/Peasibility  Study  are 

sufficient  to  characterize  site  groundwater  with  reflect  to  any  potential  inqMcts  1^  radionuclides, 
and  therefore  that  a  supplemoital  Remedial  Investigation  would  be  redundant  and  unnecessary. 
If  the  NEPA  No  Action  Alternative  wne  selected,  the  Air  Force  would  institute  for  yearly 
monitoring  and  specify  the  frequoicy  of  monitoring  in  the  remedial  design  phase  of  the  project 

Comment  9:  Volume  3,  Appendix  3-2,  Section  2.2.4;  Flow  Net  CharactMistics. 

It  is  stated  that  'Groundwater  movement  to  the  north  is  not  expected,  although  water  level  data 
are  not  available  to  verify  tiiis  condition.* 

Verification  of  the  directicms  of  groundwater  flow  must  be  included  in  a  supplonental  Rmnedial 
Investigation  report.  Results  must  be  discussed  in  a  revised  Environmental  Impact  Statonent 

Response  9:  The  Air  Force  believes  that  groundwater  flow  directions  woe  sufficiently  diaracterized  in  tiie 

Remedial  Investigation/Feasibilily  Study  and  that  a  sipplemental  Rmnedial  Investigation  would  be 
redundant  and  unnecessary.  Please  refmr  to  Figure  4-2  in  the  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility 
Study,  which  is  a  groundwater  contour  map. 

Comments  of  Mr.  &  Mrs.  Andrew  Favani, 
letter  dated  July  1, 1992 

Comment  1:  Based  on  the  information  I  have  read  and  heard  it  seems  obvious  to  me  that  the  BOMARC  site 
should  be  cleaned  up  for  the  following  reasons: 

The  concrete  containmmt  tank  housing  mudi  of  tiie  plutonium  at  BOMARC  is  not  going  to  last 
forever.  Cracks  are  inevitable  over  a  pwiod  of  time.  Maybe  the  cracks  won’t  luppen  tor 
decades,  but  everything  wears  out  sooner  or  latm’. 

Response  1:  Comment  noted.  As  indicated  by  the  Record  of  Decision,  the  Air  Force  has  sdected  Off-site 

Disposal  as  the  remedy  and  will  continue  to  restrict  access  to  the  site  until  that  remedy  can  be 
inplemented. 

Comment  2:  The  plutonium  in  the  drainage  ditch  under  Route  539  seems  to  pose  a  more  immediate  tiueat.  If 
it  has  not  already  seeped  into  the  ground,  and  posribly  the  watn,  couldn’t  it  at  aiqrtime?  Also, 
an  accident  (car  or  truck),  which  hippens  somewhat  frequently  on  Route  539,  in  die  vicinity  of 
this  unspecified  area  could  contaminate  everyone  involved  including  rescue  people.  I  would 
imagine  any  significant  disturbance,  such  as  an  accident,  could  also  cause  contamination  of  soil 
and  water  to  accelerate. 

Response  2:  The  U.S.  Air  Force  selected  ranedy  would  remove  contamination.  The  Air  Force  will  secure  diis 

area  until  the  remedial  action  activities  are  completed. 
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Comment  3: 


Response  3: 


Comment  1: 


If  the  BOMARC  site  became  a  dumping  ground  for  plutonium,  cesium-137  and  other  radioactive 
wastes  all  of  Plumsted  and  communities  for  miles  around  would  see  a  deBnite  decrease  in  property 
value.  Just  because  a  person  lives  S  or  10  miles  away  they  shouldn’t  become  complacent.  I  doubt 
if  anyone  knows  the  distance  that  one  would  have  to  live  away  from  such  a  site  to  be  safe  from 
any  deleterious  efrects  it  would  have  on  air,  soil,  and  groundwater. 

Ihose  who  feel  smug  about  being  a  "few  miles  away”  might  want  to  think  about  how  radioactive 
materials  will  be  transnorted  to  this  dumping  site.  Can  you  division  trucks  criss-crossing 
Plumsted,  Hanover,  Upper  Freehold,  etc.  with  tons  of  radioactive  wastes.  Can  you  envision  the 
potential  disaster  if  one  or  more  of  these  trucks  has  an  accident,  possibly  on  my  or  your  front 
lawn  for  instance. 

If  the  waste  was  transported  by  train  spillage  could  still  occur.  According  to  the  Federal  Railroad 
Administration  at  least  830  leaks  of  hazardous  materials  occurred  eadi  year  betwem  1982  and 
1986.  In  1982  -  839  spills,  1983  -  868  spills,  1984  -  996  spills,  1985  -  842  spills,  and  1986  -  836 
spills. 

So  people  must  be  aware  that  if  we  become  a  dumping  site  for  other  radioactive  wastes  not  only 
does  the  site  become  a  potential  toxic  problem,  but  also  the  routes  traveled  by  trucks,  trains, 
planes  or  ships  become  potential  sites  for  accidents  and  spillage. 

I  have  many  other  concerns  and  questions  such  as  where  does  the  Pinelands  Conunission  stand 
on  this?  Who  (if  anyone)  would  conduct  the  cleanup  and  who  if  anyone  would  regulate  the 
cleanup?  State  Soutor  John  Dorsey  (R)  has  been  active  in  opposing  food  irradiation  in  New 
Jersey,  and  may  have  some  insight. 

Also  is  there  a  grandfather  clause?  In  other  words  if  we  start  the  cleaniq>  before  1  January  1993, 
but  do  not  finish  will  we  be  permitted  to  complete  the  out  of  state  diipments  of  wastes  after  1 
January  1993?  I  would  hate  to  think  we  would  be  rushed  once  the  cleanup  got  started. 

In  conclusion  I  feel  that  the  township,  tiie  county,  the  state  and  federal  govenunent  should  do 
whatever  it  takes  to  safely  remove  the  plutonium  for  the  BOMARC  site.  Remember  plutonium 
waste  is  forever.  If  we  allow  ourselves  to  become  a  duotying  ground  for  the  State,  the  physical 
and  physiological  damage  it  will  cost  will  haunt  future  generations  indefinitdy. 

Commoits  noted.  Ihe  U.S.  Air  Force  is  pursuing  a  course  of  action  that  would  eliminate 
contamination  at  the  site.  This  course  of  action  will  be  well  documented  prior  to  initiation  of 
removal  activities  docummtation  will  include  plans  and  specifications  to  insure  safe  transport  of 
radioactive  contaminated  materials.  Documentation  will  be  provided  to  cognizant  governmoit 
agmcies  for  review. 


Comments  of  Ronald  S.  Dancer, 

Mayor  of  Humsted  Township,  letter  dated  July  14,  1992 

First,  while  the  contamination  around  silo  204  is  a  fenced-in  site-specific  area  with  unlikely  breach 
of  containment,  the  pluhmium  is  also  ofisite  in  a  draiiuge  ditch  in  a  culvert,  and  directly  under 
heavily  traveled  Route  539.  Undoubtedly,  there  will  be  land  disturbance  to  this  public  highway 
and  culvert  in  the  future  for  reconstruction.  With  the  likelihood  of  land  disturbance  being 
unavoidable,  serious  consideration  must  be  taken  to  safely  remove  the  contamiiute. 

Secondly,  this  proposal  has  a  window  of  opportunity  for  both  permitting  and  funding.  As  of 
January  1,  1993,  a  federal  deadline  takes  effect  after  which  no  low-level  radioactive  waste  can  be 
shipped  from  New  Jersey  because  of  a  law  that  requires  states  to  fund  their  own  regional  disposal 
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area.  Not  only  could  the  BOMARC  site  be  a  final  resting  place  for  tlus  plutonium,  but  our 
township  could  become  the  State’s  depository  for  low-level  radioactive  waste  notwithstanding 
present  day  Irelands  regulations. 


Response  1: 


Comment  1: 


Response  1: 
Comment  2: 


Confronted  with  this  limited  window  of  opportuni^,  numsted  Township  caveats  the  U.S.  Air 
Force  preferred  alternative  of  offsite  disposal  with  the  following  comments: 

•  The  Plumsted  Township  Committee,  Plumsted’s  Environmental  Commission  and 
Plumsted’s  Office  of  Emergency  Management  must  be  involved  in  all  phases  of  site 
remediation  planning  and  activities.  Prior  to  the  commmcement  of  the  next  phase, 
Irr^rlementation  Planning,  Plumsted  Township  requests  that  our  rqrresoitatives  from  the 
aforementioned  bodies  be  iqrpointed  to  ensure  our  input  and  involvement. 

•  Discuss  the  practicality  of  constructing  an  irtpermeable  "Bubble*  for  all  excavating  areas. 

•  Prior  to  in^lementation,  fiirdier  mitigate  any  risk  by  developing  a  contingent^  plan  in 
the  evoit  of  a  transportation  accident  and  spill. 

The  Air  Force  will  solicit  and  utilize  *nput  from  Plumsted  Towndiip  in  planning  for 
implementation  of  the  preferred  alternative.  The  Air  Force  will  investigate  the  feasibilily  of 
constructing  an  iitqienneable  bubble  for  covering  work  areas,  and  will  include  a  ccmtingeocy  plan 
for  transportation  accidents  in  remedial  design  documoits  for  any  offnte  waste  transport. 


Comments  of  Robert  W.  Hargrove, 

U.S.  Environmoital  Protection  Agents  R^on  H, 

Chief,  Environmental  Impacts  Branch,  letter  dated  July  15, 1992 

The  draft  Envirorunental  IrrqMct  Statement  indicated  that  nx>re  than  one  kilogram  of  weapons 
grade  plutonium  remained  on  site  after  the  cleanup  actions  following  the  fire.  In  our  comments 
on  the  draft  Envirorunental  Inqiact  Statemoit  and  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Stu^,  we 
asked  the  U.S.  Air  Force  to  develop  a  more  accurate  estimate  of  the  amount  of  weapons  grade 
plutonium  renuining  at  the  site.  Given  that  this  information  is  classified,  Envirorunental 
Protection  Agency,  New  Jers^  Dquitment  of  Envirorunental  Protection  and  Energy,  and  U.S. 
Air  Force  agreed  during  our  January  9,  1992  meeting  that  an  unclassified  sununary  discussing 
potential  residual  we^mns  grade  plutonium  onsite  would  be  adequate. 

Based  on  the  U.S.  Air  Force’s  review  of  classified  information  pertaining  to  the  recovmy  of 
material  from  the  accident  versus  the  plutonium  invmtoty  of  the  warhead,  the  fiiud  Envirorunental 
Impact  Statement  and  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility  Study  estimate  the  amount  of  unrecovered 
weapons  grade  plutonium  at  the  site  to  be  between  60  and  300  grams.  Although  we  recognize  that 
these  estimates  carmot  be  verified  indepoidently,  Envirorunental  Protection  Agetu^  accepts  than 
for  the  piupose  of  this  evaluation.  Nevertheless,  if  significant  dumges  in  the  estimate  arise  during 
the  inqilementation  of  the  remedial  action,  we  recommend  that  tire  dose  assessment  evaluations, 
including  the  residual  radioactivity  program  (RESRAD)  model,  be  iqrdated. 

Comment  noted.  If  the  estinuted  changes  significantly,  the  evaluatirm  would  be  revised. 

The  documents  state  that  the  no-action  alternative  would  be  irrqrlemented  tty  default  if  permission 
is  not  secured  or  if  diqxrsal  options  are  not  cost  effective.  Givoi  the  half-life  of  plutonium-239, 
we  believe  that  it  is  reasonable  to  assumed  that  the  U.S.  Air  Force  will  lose  institutioiud  control 
of  the  site  before  the  radioactive  matoial  becomes  stable.  With  this  in  mind,  we  bdieve  that  the 
ultinute  result  of  the  no-action  altonative  would  be  similar  to  the  uruestricted  access  altonative. 


om.m 


3-13 


which  the  U.S.  Air  Force  found  unreasonable  in  the  draft  Enviionmnital  Impact  Statement  due 
to  the  excess  lifetime  cancer  risk  of  greater  than  10^  to  usns  of  the  site. 

Accordingly,  Environmoital  Protection  Agency  believes  that  the  no-action  alternative  is  accq>table 
only  as  an  interim  action  while  the  U.S.  Air  Force  secures  adequate  funding  and  makes 
arrangemoits  for  permanent  offsite  disposal  of  radioactive  contamination. 

Response  2:  As  indicated  by  die  Record  of  Decision,  the  Air  Force  has  selected  Off-site  IMsposal  as  die 

remedy  and  will  continue  to  restrict  access  to  the  site  until  that  remedy  can  be  implonented. 

Comment  3;  Moreover,  it  must  noted  that  Environmoital  Protection  Agency  has  concerns  about  the  no-acdoo 
alternative  being  inqilemented  on  an  interim  basis.  Specifically,  we  believe  that  the  U.S.  Air 
Force  must  formally  commit  to  addressing  potential  contaminadmi  in  the  ponding  area  adjacent 
to  Route  539  and  the  culvert  below  the  road.  Althou^  die  prmding  area  and  culvot  woe  slated 
for  study  under  the  preferred  alternative,  the  no-acdon  altemadve  did  not  sufficiendy  address  die 
possible  contaminadon  in  those  areas.  Under  the  no-acdon  altemadve,  die  ponding  area  would 
be  fenced  and  monitoring  program  would  be  developed  for  the  culvnt  Howevo',  because  of  dw 
potential  for  earth  disturbance  during  road  maintenance  acdvides,  a  characterizadon  of  condidons 
and  culvert  should  be  included  in  the  no-acdon  altemadve. 

Response  3:  The  culvert  area  will  be  characterized  to  insure  that  earth  idstuibance  during  road  muntenance 

acdvides  did  not  pose  potendal  threats  to  human  health. 

Comment  4:  Addidonally,  even  with  present  insdtudonal  controls.  Environmental  Protecdon  Agency  has 
concerns  about  the  maintenance  of  the  BOMARC  site.  Specifically,  based  on  iny  staffs  visits  last 
fall,  die  final  Environmental  Inqiact  Statement’s  characterizadon  of  condidons  at  the  nte  does  not 
appear  to  reflect  currmt  management  pracdces.  In  ftct,  in  our  January  9,  1992  letter  to  LTC 
William  Drake,  Base  Civil  Engineer,  McGuire  AFB,  we  eiqiressed  concmi  about  die  present 
condidon  of  the  BOMARC  site,  including  gaps  in  concadna  wire,  limited  number  of  signs 
indicating  the  radiolo^cal  hazard,  enddence  of  treqiasriiig,  and  cracks  in  the  apron  in  die  vicimty 
of  Shelter  204.  The  U.S.  Air  Force’s  response  discussed  commitments  to  address  those  concerns. 
However,  until  a  permanoit  remedy  is  inqilemented,  we  recommend  that  visual  nte  inqiecticnis 
be  performed  more  ftequmdy  than  the  quart^y  iniqiections  presented  in  the  final  Environmental 
Intact  Statement  and  Remedial  Invesdgadon/Feasibility  Study.  Moreover,  we  believe  die  U.S. 
Air  Force’s  decision  to  perform  annual  radiological  monitoring  (groundwater  sanqiling,  soil  and 
sediment  sampling,  and  the  use  of  field  instnimentadon  to  detect  low  mergy  radiation)  will  be 
effective  in  tracking  on  an  interim  basis.  Accordingly,  we  concur  with  the  U.S.  Air  Force’s 
proposed  measures  to  improve  the  existing  maintemmce  program  at  the  BOMARC  nte,  and 
believe  that  these  conunitments  must  be  reflected  in  the  project’s  Record  of  Decision. 

Response  4:  The  Air  Force  will  conduct  monthly  visual  site  inspecdmis  and  conduct  anmial  radiological 

monitoring  imtil  the  offsite  disposal  idtemadve  has  be«  inqilemmted. 

Comment  5:  The  preferred  altemadve  (offsite  disposal)  involves  the  removal  of  all  contaminated  matoial  above 

the  threshold  level  established  in  the  final  Environmental  Intact  Statmnent  and  Rnnedial 
Invesdgadon/Feasibilily  Study.  This  altemadve  would  include  the  excavation  of  soils,  donolidoo 
of  Shelter  204  and  other  structures,  removal  of  caps  and  contaminated  soil  undemeadi,  and 
location  and  removal  of  the  missile  launcher.  Matoial  would  be  collected  and  shipped  to  an 
iqipropriate  licensed  offsite  fuility  for  disposal.  After  removal  of  the  material,  die  nte  would  be 
restored  to  pre-accident  condidons. 

The  documents  indicate  that  three  commercial  low-levd  radioactive  waste  disposal  focilides  (i.e., 
Chem-Nuclear  in  Barnwell,  South  Carolina;  U.S.  Ecology  in  Beatty,  Nevada;  and  U.S.  Ecology 
in  Hanford,  Wariiington)  are  cuirmUy  licensed  to  receive  die  radioisotopes  present  at  die 
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BOMARC  site.  Additionally,  the  dociunotts  note  that  the  U.S.  Air  Force  has  contacted  a  fourth 
facility,  Envirocare,  Inc.  in  Utah,  that  has  applied  for  an  amendment  to  its  license  to  allow 
plutonium  disposal.  Nevertheless,  because  of  the  significant  cost  difference,  the  U.S.  Air  Force 
has  stated  a  preferaice  for  disposal  of  the  BOMARC  waste  in  a  DOE  low-level  radioactive  waste 
facility.  However,  the  docummts  state  that  DOE  will  consider  disposal  at  one  of  its  (Usposal 
facilities  only  if  the  commercial  sites  refuse  permission  for  disposal  of  the  BOMARC  waste. 

The  documents  specifically  evaluate  the  feasibility  of  waste  disposal  at  the  U.S.  Ecology  (Hanford) 
and  Nevada  Test  Site  facilities.  Howev^,  similar  aiudyses  of  the  othra  commmcial  sites  is  not 
presmted.  Consequently,  it  is  difficult  to  assess  whether  these  fscilities  are  the  best  dioices  for 
the  disposal  of  the  BOMARC  waste.  In  a  related  matter,  it  must  be  noted  that  the  provisions  of 
the  Low-Level  Waste  Policy  Act  would  allow  states  containing  commercial  disposal  sites  to  ban 
disposal  of  radioactive  waste  generated  outside  of  their  respective  state  compacts  aftw  Janusuy  1, 
1993.  This  inpending  deadline  mity  inpact  the  inplementation  of  the  offsite  disposal  altmuUive. 
In  view  of  the  potmtial  inpact  of  tl»  Low-Level  Waste  Policy  Act  on  diposal  at  the  various  sites, 
alternative  sites  that  will  remain  open  after  the  cutoff  date  should  be  examined  furthw. 
Accordingly,  the  feasibility  of  disposing  of  the  BOMARC  radioactive  waste  at  the  other  three  sites 
identified  in  the  documoits  must  be  reaiudyzed  and  presented. 

Response  S:  Commercial  Disposal  Facilities.  An  evaluation  of  all  conunercial  disposal  sites  has  been 

conducted  to  determine  the  availability  and  cost  of  alternatives  for  di^osal  of  radioactive  waste 
from  the  BOMARC  site.  Included  in  the  analysis  is  the  ability  of  fiuilities  to  acc^t  out-of- 
compact  waste  and  the  facility  disposal  fees. 

Three  commercial  low-level  radioacdve  waste  diposal  facilities  are  currently  qperadng  and  are 
licensed  to  receive  radioisotopes  present  at  the  BOMARC  site.  The  conpanies  that  own  and 
operate  the  &cilities  and  the  locations  are  as  follows;  Chmn-Nuclear  in  Bamwdl,  South  Carolimi; 
U.S.  Ecology,  Inc.  in  Beatty,  Nevada;  and  U.S.  Ecology,  hic.  in  Hanford,  Washington.  The 
ability  of  these  disposal  facilities  to  accq}t  the  waste  from  the  BOMARC  site  is  determined  in  part 
by  the  provisions  of  the  Low-Level  Radioactive  Waste  Policy  Amendments  Act.  The  provinons 
of  the  Low-Level  Radioactive  Waste  Politty  Amoidments  Act  aUow  states  containing  commercial 
disposal  sites  to  ban  disposal  of  radioactive  waste  generated  outside  of  the  state  conpacts  afi«' 
January  1,  1993. 

Both  the  Hanford,  Washington  and  Beatty,  Nevada  ftcilities  will  currently  acc^t  radioactive  waste 
from  New  Jersey.  However,  a  rq)resentative  from  the  Northwest  Interstate  Conpact  on  Low 
Level  Radioactive  Waste  Maiugemait  reported  that  the  fiuility  in  Hanford,  Washington  will  not 
accq)t  disposal  of  out-of-conpact  waste  as  of  January  1,  1993.  In  addition,  the  Transportation 
and  Brokerage  Manager  at  U.S.  Ecology,  Inc.  Corporate  Headquarters  rq>orted  that  Beatty, 
Nevada  will  close  its  radioactive  waste  disposal  fiu;ility  on  January  1,  1993,  although  it  will 
continue  to  receive  hazardous  waste  at  that  location.  The  Chmn-Nuclear  facility  in  Bamwdl, 
South  Caroliru  will  reportedly  taccpt  inported  waste  from  January  1,  1993  until  July  30,  1994 
with  some  restrictions. 

Several  representatives  from  U.S.  Ecology,  Inc.  indicated  the  possibility  of  receiving  permission 
to  accept  waste  from  outside  the  state  conpact  on  an  individual  case  basis.  However,  a 
r^resentative  from  the  Northwest  Interstate  Conpact  on  Low-Level  Radioactive  Waste 
Maiugement  rqxrrted  that  it  was  a  longstanding  policy  of  the  associaticm  that  tire  conpact  would 
not  allow  irtported  waste  after  the  January  1,  1993  deadline. 

Cost  of  Disposal  in  Conunercial  Facilities.  Current  radioactive  waste  disposal  costs  at  the  U.S. 
Ecology,  Inc.  facilities  (in  Hanford,  Washington  or  Beatty,  Nevada),  effective  March  1,  1992 
through  December  21,  1992,  will  range  from  $36.00  per  cubic  foot  (for  packages  udth  0.00  to 
0.20  r/hr  at  container  surface)  to  $61.60  per  cubic  foot  (for  packages  with  20.01  to  40.00  at 
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Comment  6: 


Response  6: 


Comment  7: 


container  surface).  An  additional  $120  per  cubic  foot  surcharge  is  added  to  the  price  of  disposal 
for  all  waste  originating  from  outside  of  the  compact  states.  However,  after  January  1,  1993,  the 
facility  will  not  accept  disposal  from  states  outside  of  the  con^Mct.  The  Beatty,  Nevada  site  will 
not  be  open  for  disposal  in  1993. 

The  cost  of  diqxisal  in  the  Chem-Nuclear  facility  in  Barnwell,  South  Carolina  is  currently  $42  per 
cubic  foot  plus  $160  per  cubic  foot  surcharge  on  wastes  from  states  outside  of  the  con^Mct. 
However,  die  surcharge  reportedly  may  be  increased  to  as  much  as  $1,200  per  cubic  foot.  The 
Chem-Nuclear  facility  has  a  contract  for  low  level  radioactive  waste  disposal  with  AMC  Command 
in  Rock  Island,  Illinois/Kelly  Air  Force  Base  in  Texas.  No  information  was  available  on  the  unit 
cost  under  this  contract. 

Additional  Disposal  Facilities  and  Proposed  IMsposal  Facilities.  Four  odier  locatims  have  been 
selected  as  sites  for  future  radioactive  waste  fmilities:  Needles,  California;  Butte,  Nebraska; 
Pomsylvania;  and  Texas.  U.S.  Ecology,  Inc.  applied  for  licenses  for  the  California  and  Ndiraska 
facilities.  The  licensing  process  has  been  delayed  for  both  fruiilities,  according  to  a  public  affrdrs 
rq>resentative  at  U.S.  Eralogy,  Inc.  and  no  definite  date  has  been  determined  for  eidier  fuility. 
When  these  facilities  become  operatimial,  the  U.S.  Ecology,  Inc.  r^resentative  rqwrted  diat 
disposal  wiU  he  restricted  to  tnemboa  of  the  con^Mct  in  which  tire  fiicilily  is  located.  The  fidlily 
in  Pennaylvania  is  being  proposed  by  Chem-Nuclear  and  the  one  in  Texas  will  rqmrtedly  be 
owned  liy  the  State.  No  aMtion  information  was  available  on  die  status  of  pmmitting  or 
construction  of  these  facilities  at  this  time.  These  facilities  reportedly  will  not  receive  inerted 
waste. 


In  summary,  after  researdi  of  cunendy  c^imting  and  proposed  commercial  radioactive  waste 
disposal  facilities,  the  only  commercial  alternative  to  a  DOE  facility  appears  to  be  die  facility  in 
Barnwell,  South  Caroliiu  which  will  receive  imported  waste  on  a  limited  basis  until  July  1994. 
However,  even  if  approval  is  granted  for  diqiosal  in  the  facility,  costs  would  be  prohibitive. 

Clearly,  a  full  evaluation  of  all  the  alternative  disposal  sites  is  critical  because  the  documents 
indicate  that  *cost  effectiveness*  is  a  Vxsy  factor  in  detemuning  whether  die  no-action  alternative 
will  be  implemoited  by  default.  However,  the  documents  do  not  cleariy  indicate  the  basis  for 
such  a  determination  (e.g.,  site-specific  disposal  fees  or  funding  availability),  ^^th  diis  in  mind. 
Environmental  Protection  Agmcy  requests  the  opportunity  to  review  the  factors  used  in 
determining  cost  effectiveness  of  the  alternative  sties  being  considered  for  offsite  diqiosal  prior 
to  the  issuance  of  the  project’s  record  of  decision. 

Cost  effectiveness  is  a  key  factor.  The  Air  Force  is  committed  to  an  active  environmental 
restoration  effort  that  involves  potmtial  rmnediai  action  over  4,000  site  across  the  U.S.  In 
accordance  with  the  DoD  worst  first  poli^  the  Air  Force  will  focus  fiiumcial  resources  on  diose 
sites  that  pose  the  most  significant  threat  to  Human  Health  and  the  mvironmoit.  This  focus  is 
tempered  by  the  knowledge  that  our  financial  resource  are  limited.  We  carmot  afford,  nor  do 
conations  warrant,  cleamp  of  every  contaminated  nte  regardless  of  cost.  The  Air  Force  must 
balance  the  threat  posed  to  public  health  and  the  envirmmient  agunst  the  cost  reqiured  to  eliminate 
that  threat.  There  is  no  rigid  cost  effectiveness  formula  that  is  used  to  arrive  at  that 
determination.  The  Air  Force  must  use  judgmneat  to  balance  the  exigmeies  of  the  restoration 
program  against  requirements  of  individual  sites.  It  is  clear  that  while  off-site  disposal  provides 
a  permanoit  remedy  at  the  BOMARC  Missile  Site,  there  is  no  immediate  threat  posed  by  the  site 
that  would  require  off  site  disposal  regardless  of  cost. 

As  indicated  in  our  previous  comments,  we  believe  that  offsite  disposal  offers  a  permanent 
solution  for  the  radioactive  ermtamination  at  the  BOMARC  site.  However,  we  indicated  that 
stringent  marugement  practices  and  pollution  abatement  control  measures  are  needed  to  ensure  that 
radioactive  contaminants  are  not  lost  from  the  site.  As  such,  we  recommended  that  future  project 
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documents  discuss  the  prqMiation  of  a  site-specific  contingency  plan  that  would  prevent  the 
transport  of  contamination  ofbite.  The  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  provides  mitigation 
measures  for  all  alternatives  requiting  excavation  to  control  soil  erosion,  decrease  fugitive  dust 
emissions,  and  lessm  occupadonal  and  public  health  impacts.  We  believe  the  measures  identified 
in  the  final  Environmmtal  Impact  Statement  effectively  eliminate  the  potential  resuspension  of 
contamination  during  the  reme^ation  of  the  BOMARC  site.  We  concur  with  the  commitment  of 
the  U.S.  Air  Force  to  incorporate  the  mitigation  measures  into  the  remedial  design  specifications, 
and  request  a  copy  of  the  specifications  when  they  are  available. 

Response  7:  Commoit  noted.  Remedial  design  specifications  will  be  provided  to  Environmental  Protection 

Agmcy  whm  they  are  developed. 

Comment  8:  In  conclusion,  based  on  our  review  of  the  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility  Study,  and  FRAP,  we  believe  that  the  U.S.  Air  Force’s  prefinred 
alternative,  offsite  disposal,  offers  an  effective  permanoit  solution  to  address  the  radioactive 
contamination  at  the  BOMARC  site.  Further,  we  believe  that  the  no-acti<m  altmnative  is  not  a 
permanoit  solution  for  the  site;  rather,  it  can  serve  only  as  an  interim  acti<Mi.  Nevntiidess,  in 
the  event  that  the  U.S.  Air  Force  decides  to  i]xq>lement  the  no-action  alternative  cm  an  interim 
basis,  we  recommend  that  the  project’s  Record  of  Decisicm  include  commitments  identified  in  the 
final  Environmental  Inq>act  Statement,  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibilily  Study,  and 
Environmental  Protection  Agency’s  recommendations  to  ensure  that  the  no-acticm  altmiative  would 
not  result  in  significant  adverse  environmental  or  public  health  impacts.  I  would  appreciate  a  copy 
of  the  Record  of  Decision  and  Responsivoiess  Summary  when  it  is  conq>leted. 

Response  8:  Comment  noted,  llie  U.S.  Air  Force  will  pursue  the  Off-site  Disposal  Alt^native  cmtil  the 

removal  action  is  initiated  and  the  U.S.  Air  Force  will  maintain  and  operate  the  site  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  the  commitments  outlined  in  the  Record  of  Decision,  Environmental  Inqmct 
Statemmt,  and  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibili^  Study. 

Comments  of  Fred  Gardner, 

Chemical  Waste  Management,  Incorporated,  l^er  dated  July  15,  1992 

Comment  1:  Chenucal  Waste  Managemoit,  Incorporated  suggests  that  you  consider  utilization  of  volume 
reduction  and  waste  minimization  techniques  prior  to  offsite  transportation  and  disposal  of  the 
plutonium  contamiiuted  wastes  from  the  BOMARC  site.  These  technologies  are  commercially 
available  today,  and  would  result  not  only  in  a  substantial  cost  savings,  but  also  would  minimize 
the  risk  from  transportation,  and  conserve  disposal  space. 

We  believe  volume  reduction  will  also  meet  the  intent  of  Environmental  Protection  Agoicy 
regulations,  and  policies  for  waste  minimization. 

Response  1:  The  Air  Force  did  consider  volume  reduction  techniques  in  the  Remedial  Investigation/Feasibility 

Study  tqmrt.  For  a  variety  of  reasons,  including  tedmical  problems  associated  witii 
implementation  of  the  techniques,  and  increased  health  and  safety  risks,  these  techniques  were  not 
chosen  for  inqilemoitation. 
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PROCEEDINGS 


I  - - 

Agenda  Item:  Introduction  by  McGuire  Air  Force  Base  Public  Affairs 

Major  Bossick:  Good  afternoon.  I'm  Major  Debra  Bossick.  I'm  the  Chief  of  Public 
Affairs  over  at  McGuire.  Welcome  to  the  BOMARC  Public  Hearing  today.  As  you  know,  the 
Air  Force  has  completed  its  study  on  the  proposed  alternatives  for  remediation  of  the  BOMARC 
site  and  that’s  what  we’re  here  to  discuss  today:  the  five  alternatives  and  the  preferred 
alternative.  What  we  will  do  is  go  through  a  presentation  that  will  be  about  30,  35  minutes 
long,  and  then  there  will  be  a  short  break,  and  then  you  will  be  able  to  ask  questions  and  make 
comments.  If  you  have  not  already  picked  up  a  comment  card,  raise  your  hand  and  the  Air 
Force  people  wUl  hand  those  out  to  you.  We  ask  you  that  you  put  your  name  and  such  and  that 
which  will  allow  us  to  look  to  see  who  is  going  to  make  some  comments  and  try  to  run  this  a 
little  smoother. 

Also,  just  to  remind  you,  if  at  the  end  of  this  presentation  and  at  the  end  of  the  hearing 
you  would  like  to  get  a  copy  of  the  summary,  the  responsiveness  summary,  please  make  sure 
that  you  write  that  at  the  end  of  the  card.  If  you’re  from  the  media,  and  you  haven’t  checked 
in  with  Sergeant  Whita  or  Sergeant  Gonzales,  please  do  that,  we  have  a  press  package  for  you, 
and  it  will  help  us  look  in  which  newspapers  we  need  to  clip  out. 

Well  without  much  further  ado,  let  me  introduce  your  two  presenters  today.  Sharon  Geil 
is  from  Headquarters  AMC,  Air  Mobility  Command,  our  civil  engineering  area  and  Colonel 
David  Case  is  from  the  General’s  Office,  Headquarters  level.  So  I  think  Sharon  you’re  going 
to  start. 


0222ap*M 


2 


Ms.  Geil:  Yes,  tliank  you.  Good  afternoon  ladies  and  gentlemen.  My  name  is  Sharon 
Geil  and  I  am  the  Air  Force  Project  Manager  for  the  BOMARC  Missile  Site  Project.  As  Major 
Bossick  said,  I  work  for  Headquarters  Air  Mobility  Command  at  Scott  Air  Force  Base  in 
Illinois. 

The  purpose  of  this  public  hearing  is  to  present  the  Air  Force  proposed  plan  for 
addressing  radioactive  contamination  at  the  BOMARC  Missile  Site,  to  discuss  the  proposed  plan 
with  you  the  public  and  to  solicit  your  comments  and  input  on  the  plan.  Colonel  Case  will 
briefly  summarize  the  history  of  the  BOMARC  Missile  Site  and  the  recent  remedial 
investigation/feasibility  study  of  the  site.  I  will  then  discuss  the  clean-up  alternatives  that  were 
considered,  the  Air  Force  preferred  alternative,  and  the  rationale  for  selection  of  the  preferred 
alternative.  I  will  conclude  by  describing  how  you  can  attain  additional  information  on  the 
project  and  to  submit  written  comments  we  will  consider  in  selecting  the  final  remedy  of  the 
BOMARC  site.  We  will  then  take  questions  and  comments  on  the  proposed  plan.  Now  I  will 
turn  the  microphone  over  to  Colonel  Case. 

Agenda  Item:  Air  Force  Presentation  —  Colonel  Case 

Colonel  Case:  Thank  you  Sharon.  The  BOMARC  Missile  Site  occupies  approximately 
218  acres  just  east  of  Ocean  County  Highway  539  in  Plumsted  Township,  Ocean  County,  New 
Jersey.  Can  I  have  the  slides  Sharon?  This  gives  you  a  general  look  at  where  the  location  is. 
It’s  about  11  miles  east  of  McGuire  Air  Force  Base  and  is  contained  within  the  Fort  Dix 
Military  Reservation  on  land  leased  to  the  Air  Force.  On  June  7,  I960  an  explosion  fire 
occurred  in  missile  Shelter  204  which  housed  the  nuclear  warhead  equipped  BOMARC  missile. 
Although  nuclear  explosion  took  place,  the  nuclear  warhead  was  burned  and  melted.  The  missile 
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was  destroyed  and  the  launcher  shelter  was  badly  damaged.  Most  of  the  radioactive  material 
contained  in  the  warhead  was  recovered  by  the  Air  Force,  containerized,  and  shipped  to  Medina 
Base  in  San  Antonio,  Texas.  The  residue  of  the  burning  warhead,  water  from  fire  fighting 
activities  contaminated  the  concrete  floor,  asphalt  apron,  and  drainage  ditch  south  of  the  shelter 
with  weapons  grade  plutonium.  In  addition,  a  small  quantity  of  plutonium  from  the  nuclear 
warhead  may  have  been  dispersed  by  the  wind. 

The  Air  Force  implemented  a  program  of  site  control  and  monitoring  soon  after  the 
accident.  Four  to  six  inches  of  concrete  were  poured  on  contaminated  portions  of  the  asphalt 
aprott  and  floor  of  Shelter  204.  An  asphalt  covering  was  placed  on  the  drainage  ditch  leading 
from  the  shelter  in  order  to  prevent  erosion  and  transport  of  contaminated  soils.  These  actions 
have  effectively  contained  contaminants  through  the  present  time.  Access  to  the  site  has  been 
controlled.  Monitoring  activities  such  as  radiation  surveys  were  implemented  to  ensure  that  the 
public  was  not  exposed  to  the  site  contaminants. 

The  Air  Force  recently  completed  the  remedial  investigation/feasibility  study  for  the 
BOMARC  Missile  Site.  This  report  documents  the  nature  and  extent  of  radioactive 
contamination  on-site,  quantifies  risks  to  human  health  and  the  environment  and  evaluates  clean¬ 
up  alternatives.  In  addition  to  the  RI/FS,  the  Air  Force  also  completed  an  environmental  impact 
statement  which  is  a  companion  document  to  the  RI/FS  and  provides  an  assessment  of  the 
environment  impacts  associated  with  each  clean-up  alternative  considered  in  ihe  RI/FS. 

The  remedial  investigation  included  a  review  of  all  existing  site  information  and  new 
information  from  sampling  activities  to  complete  the  characterization.  These  activities  included 
sampling  of  soils,  sediments,  surface  water,  ground  water,  air,  concrete,  and  structures  for 
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radioactive  contaminants.  Samples  were  analyzed  for  the  items  shown  which  are  radioactive 
analyses  and  for  materials  such  as  uranium  and  thorium  that  normally  occur  in  the  earth’s  crust. 
Field  radiological  surveys  included  radioactivity  measurements  in  soil,  concrete,  asphalt,  and 
structures  using  a  variety  of  sensitive  radiation  detectors.  Two  geophysical  survey  techniques, 
magnetic  profiling  and  ground  penetration  radar,  were  used  to  search  for  the  missile  launcher 
from  Shelter  204  and  other  hardware  potentially  deposed  of  on-site.  Five  geophysical  anomalies 
were  located.  Those  are  indicated  by  the  white  dots  on  the  chart. 

Plutonium  from  the  missile  accident  was  detected  in  shallow  soils,  sediments,  and  in 

structural  materials  including  the  concrete  asphalt  apron,  the  missile  shelter,  and  the  underground 

utility  bunkers  adjacent  to  the  shelter.  These  investigations  revealed  little  movement  of  these 

contaminants  in  soils  or  other  materials  since  the  accident  occurred.  This  slide  shows  the 

general  distribution  of  contaminants  at  the  site,  generally  located  within  the  fenced  boundary  of 

the  site  with  a  small  area  across  highway  539.  No  concentrations  of  radionuclide  attributable 
« 

to  the  missile  accident  were  detected  in  ground  water,  surface  water,  or  air  at  the  site.  The 
radiological  residues  at  the  site  consist  of  weapons  grade  plutonium.  This  material  consists 
primarily  of  one  isotope  of  plutonium,  as  well  as  lesser  amounts  of  other  plutonium  isotopes, 
and  americium,  a  radioactive  decay  product  of  plutonium.  The  most  abundant  isotope  of 
plutonium  in  this  material  has  a  half  life  of  approximately  24,000  years,  meaning  that  half  the 
original  quantity  will  decay  in  that  time.  The  radioactive  contamination  is  not  distributed  evenly 
over  the  site,  but  occurs  in  discrete  hot  spots  which  in  several  instances  have  been  found  to  be 
a  single  particle.  Oxides  of  plutonium  and  americium  are  relatively  insoluble  in  water  and  bind 
to  soil  particles.  Because  of  this,  these  elements  are  not  highly  mobile  in  the  environment  and 
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are  not  easily  taken  up  by  plants  or  animals. 

The  most  likely  source  of  human  exposure  at  the  site  is  from  inhalation  of  airborne 
contaminated  particles  generated  by  activities  that  disturb  the  soil  such  as  farming  or 
construction.  It  is  believed  that  plutonium  and  americium  may  cause  cancer  if  inhaled  or 
ingested.  Because  of  the  relatively  small  amount  of  radioactivity  at  the  site,  these  adverse  effects 
could  only  be  possible  after  many  years  of  exposure.  These  delayed  effects  are  primarily 
cancers  of  the  lung,  bone,  and  liver. 

I  will  now  discuss  the  methods  used  to  determine  human  health  and  environmental  risks 
posed  by  the  site.  Radiation  exposure  was  estimated  using  a  very  conservative  scenario 
assuming  that  all  site  controls  currently  in  place  were  discontinued,  and  a  hypothetically 
maximally  exposed  individual  took  up  residence  on  this  site,  and  ate  foods  grown  there.  By 
maximally  exposed  individual  we  mean  the  person  who  could  get  the  highest  dose.  Exposures 
from  all  possible  pathways  were  modeled  using  the  RESRAD  computer  model.  Inputs  for  this 
model  were  data  from  the  site  itself  wherever  possible  and  conservative  default  values  where 
data  was  unavailable.  Using  this  model,  it  was  estimated  that  the  hypothetically  maximally 
exposed  individual  would  have  an  increased  cancer  risk  of  1.3  in  1,000  for  a  70-year  lifetime 
of  exposure.  This  compares  with  a  one  in  five  chance  of  cancer  overall.  lUsks  to  off-site 
populations  were  determined  to  be  negligible. 

I  will  now  discuss  how  the  Air  Force  derived  clean-up  levels  for  the  site.  Since  there 
are  no  promulgated  clean-up  standards  for  the  site,  the  Air  Force  used  the  results  of  the  risk 
assessment  for  the  hypothetical  maximally  exposed  individual  to  identify  clean-up  goals.  No 
standards  currently  exist  for  levels  of  plutonium  and  americium  in  soils.  In  lieu  of  such  a 
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standard,  an  acceptable  soil  concentration  was  derived  using  data  on-site  conditions  and 
contaminant  properties.  A  soil  level  of  8  picociiries  per  gram,  the  measure  of  radioactivity,  was 
calculated  to  produce  an  estimated  radiation  dose  of  4  millirem  in  a  year.  We  estimate  this  dose 
produces  an  excess  5  time  cancer  risk  in  the  maximally  exposed  individual  of  about  1  in  10,000. 
This  risk  is  within  the  EPA’s  accepted  range  for  environmental  contaminants.  For  your 
information,  radiation  workers  may  receive  up  to  5,000  millirem  in  a  year. 

Since  no  concentrations  of  radionuclides  from  the  missile  accident  were  detected  in 
surface  water,  groundwater,  or  air  at  the  site,  clean-up  goals  were  not  established  for  these 
environmental  medium.  No  surface  contamination  standards  currently  exist  for  facilities  such 
as  the  BOMARC  site.  Rather  surface  contamination  levels  on  strictures  were  adopted  from 
Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  guidelines  to  release  licensed  facilities  such  as  nuclear  power 
plants  for  unrestricted  use.  These  limits  are  100,  300,  and  20  radioactive  decays  per  minute 
from  an  aretv  of  100  square  centimeters  for  the  average,  maximum,  and  removable  levels  of 
contamination  respectively. 

This  slide  shows  the  area  of  concrete  and  asphalt  to  be  remediated.  These  areas  consist 
of  concrete-covered  asphalt  apron,  missile  Shelter  204  and  its  utility  bunkers,  and  the  asphalt- 
covered  drainage  ditch  where  fire  fighting  water  from  the  accident  flowed.  Areas  of  soil  to  be 
remediated  include  the  soil  beneath  the  asphalt-overed  drainage  ditch,  the  area  around  Shelter 
204,  behind  Shelter  210,  and  across  highway  539.  Areas  across  the  highway  are  in  the  drainage 
pathway  which  received  fire  fighting  runoff.  Soils  beneath  the  concrete-covered  apron  are  also 
shown  on  this  map.  While  these  soils  were  shown  to  be  relatively  uncontaminated  by  the 
remedial  investigation  sampling  efforts,  they  may  become  contaminated  during  removal  of  the 
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concrete  apron,  so  we  have  assumed  that  some  of  these  soils  may  require  remediation. 

I  have  discussed  the  history  the  accident,  results  of  field  studies,  and  risks  to  health. 
Sharon  will  now  discuss  remedial  alternatives  considered  and  the  selection  of  the  preferred 
alternative. 

Agenda  Item:  Air  Force  Presentation  --  Sharon  Geil 

Ms.  Geil:  Thank  you  Colonel  Case.  A  wide  range  of  remedial  alternatives  were 
evaluated  as  part  of  the  feasibility  study.  One  alternative,  on-site  containment  of  radioactive 
materials  and  soils,  was  eliminated  from  consideration  after  initial  screening  because  Federal  and 
State,  of  New  Jersey  requirements  prohibit  implementation  of  this  alternative.  After  this 
screening  process,  five  remaining  alternatives  were  analyzed  in  detail.  These  are  listed  on  the 
slide.  Costs  for  these  alternatives  are  estimates  and  are  in  terms  of  present  worth  for  a  30-year 
performance  period.  Costs  were  also  based  on  disposing  of  the  waste  at  the  Dqpartment  of 
Energy  Nevada  Test  Site  or  at  a  commercial  facility  at  Hanford  Washington.  Although  neither 
of  these  locations  have  been  selected,  costs  are  representative  of  disposing  of  the  waste  at  a  DOE 
site  or  a  commercial  facility.  The  unrestricted  access  alternative  consists  of  discontinuing 
institutional  and  access  controls  currently  in  place  and  leaving  contaminated  materials  at  the  site. 
The  Air  Force  never  seriously  considered  implementing  this  option;  it  was  evaluated  to  estimate 
worst  case  exposure  to  human  populations  and  for  comparison  with  other  clean-up  alternatives. 
The  alternative  served  as  a  functional  No  Action  Alternative  required  by  the  Comprehensive 
Environmental  Response  Compensation  and  Liability  Act  or  CERCLA.  There  is  no  cost 
associated  with  implementing  this  alternative. 
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The  Existing  Conditions  Alternative  is  designed  to  minimize  exposures  using  access 
restrictions  and  institutional  controls.  These  controls  include  fencing  and  posting,  inspection  and 
maintenance  of  the  site,  radiation  surveys,  and  continued  government  control.  The  cost  for  this 
alternative  is  associated  with  maintenance  of  these  controls. 

The  Limited  Action  Alternative  is  designed  to  minimize  exposures  using  all  monitoring, 
maintenance  and  access  controls  currently  implemented  at  the  site,  plus  the  limited  amount  of 
clean-up.  Under  this  alternative,  an  effort  would  be  made  to  locate  the  missing  missile  launcher 
and  associated  hardware.  If  located,  the  launcher  and  a  limited  amount  of  contaminated  material 
would  be  removed  from  the  site  and  properly  disposed  of  in  a  licensed  radioactive  waste  facility 
either  at  a  Department  of  Energy  site  or  at  a  commercial  facility.  We  used  the  Nevada  Test  Site 
and  the  Hanford  Washington-site  as  specific  examples  of  these  two  respective  disposal  options 
in  order  to  derive  cost  estimates. 

The  On-site  Treatment  Alternative  is  designed  to  reduce  risk  by  reducing  concentrations 
of  (XMitaminants  in  soils  and  structures  to  below  clean-up  criteria.  This  alternative  includes 
technologies  that  concentrate  and  remove  radioactive  contaminants  from  contaminated  materials. 
A  number  of  physical  treatment  technologies  can  be  used  to  treat  surface  soils,  contaminated 
concrete  and  asphalt,  shelter  structures,  and  underground  utilities.  The  concentrated  radioactive 
waste  produced  by  the  treatment  process  require  transport  and  disposal  at  either  a  DOE  facility 
or  at  a  commercial  facility.  The  choice  of  disposal  site  greatly  affects  cost  of  this  alternative 
due  to  the  higher  disposal  cost  at  a  commercial  facility. 

The  Off-site  Disposal  Alternative  is  designed  to  reduce  risk  by  removing  radioactive 
waste  from  the  site  and  disposing  of  waste  off-site.  This  alternative  consists  of  excavation  of 


soils  contaminated  above  8  picocuries  per  grain,  demolition  of  contaminated  structures  and 
transport  and  disposal  at  a  permanent  off-site  disposal  facility.  As  with  the  On-site  Treatment 
Alternative  and  Limited  Action  Alternative,  the  choice  of  disposal  site  greatly  affects  the  cost 
of  this  alternative. 

In  the  feasibility  study  there  are  three  steps  in  the  evaluation  of  alternatives.  In  the  first 
step,  technologies  capable  of  addressing  site  contaminants  are  identified,  screened,  and 
assembled  into  remedial  alternatives  capable  of  addressing  the  site  as  a  whole.  In  the  second 
step,  these  remedial  alternatives  are  further  screened  using  three  preliminary  screening  criteria 
of  effectiveness,  implementability,  and  cost.  Alternatives  that  are  not  effective,  readily 
implementable,  or  cost  effective  are  eliminated  for  further  consideration. 

In  the  third  step,  the  remaining  alternatives  are  evaluated  in  detail  using  the  following 
nine  evaluation  criteria.  In  the  third  step  of  the  evaluation,  the  alternatives  are  compared  to 
determine  their  relative  performance  and  identify  their  respective  advantages  and  disadvantages. 
This  comparison  is  summarized  as  follows.  The  different  alternatives  are  across  the  top  and  the 
various  different  criteria  that  were  listed  on  the  former  slide  are  again  listed  on  the  side.  Overall 
protection  of  human  health  and  the  environment  is  shown  across  row  one.  Alternatives  four  and 
five  at  the  top  provide  the  highest  degree  of  protection  of  human  health  and  the  environment. 
These  alternatives  reduce  the  potential  for  contaminants  to  migrate  from  the  site  and  benefit 
human  health  and  the  environment  by  removing  contaminants  from  the  site.  Alternative  four 
would  return  treated  soils  to  the  site.  Although  both  alternatives  have  the  potential  for  adverse 
effects  during  construction  or  treatment  phase  of  clean-up,  these  adverse  effects  can  be  mitigated 
and  are  outweighed  by  the  benefits  of  permanently  reducing  the  source  of  contamination. 
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Alternatives  two  and  three  provide  for  a  level  of  protection  of  human  health  by  restricting  access 
and  the  potential  for  on-site  exposure.  Alternative  one  offers  no  protection  of  human  health  and 
the  environment. 

Relative  compliance  with  regulations  is  shown  in  row  two.  Alternatives  four  and  five 
achieve  health-based  and  regulatory-based  clean-up  goals.  Alternative  four  would  return  treated 
soils  to  the  sites.  This  may  be  in  conflict  with  the  Pinelands  Commission  nondegradation  policy. 
Although  neither  alternative  two  nor  three  meet  clean-up  goals,  these  goals  apply  only  if 
unrestricted  access  to  the  site  is  allowed.  However,  access  is  restricted  under  these  two 
alternatives.  Alternative  one  does  not  achieve  clean-up  goals  or  reduce  risk  by  any  means. 

Row  three  shows  the  relative  short-term  effectiveness.  Alternatives  two  and  three 
provide  greater  short  term  effectiveness  because  they  can  be  implemented  more  rapidly  than  the 
other  alternatives  and  provide  for  minimal  disturbance  to  the  site.  Alternatives  four  and  five  are 
both  less  effective  m  the  short  term,  and  alternative  one  is  least  effective  because  risks  are  not 
mitigated. 

With  regard  to  long-term  effectiveness  and  permanence,  alternatives  four  and  five  provide 
the  greatest  degree  of  effectiveness  because  waste  contaminated  above  clean-up  criteria  are 
removed  from  the  site  and  placed  in  a  facility  designed  for  management  of  long  lived  radioactive 
wastes.  Atematives  two  and  three  are  not  as  effective  over  the  long  term  because  both  leave 
contaminated  materials  in  place  and  rely  on  access  restrictions  to  prevent  exposure.  Due  to  the 
extremely  long  half-life  of  these  site  wastes,  access  controls  may  be  difficult  to  guarantee  over 
the  long  period  of  time  that  the  wastes  remain  hazardous.  Alternative  one  is  least  effective  over 
the  long  term. 
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As  is  shown  in  the  row  labeled  MTV,  alternative  four  is  the  only  alternative  that  reduces 
toxicity,  mobility,  or  volume  of  the  waste,  since  it  is  the  only  alternative  that  includes  some 
form  of  treatment.  The  remaining  alternatives  including  alternative  five  do  not  address  this 
criteria. 

Due  to  their  more  complex  nature,  on-site  treatment  and  off-site  disposal  present  more 
challenges  in  terms  of  implementability  than  existing  conditions,  limited  action,  and  unrestricted 
access  strategies.  Of  the  two  permanent  source  control  alternatives,  off-site  disposal  is  more 
technically  feasible  and  more  easily  implemented  because  it  is  basically  a  construction  activity. 
There  are  uncertainties  associated  with  implementation  of  on-site  treatment  including  process 
efficiency  and  effectiveness.  Administratively,  limited  action,  on-site  treatment,  and  off-site 
disposal  may  be  difficult  to  implement  after  the  first  of  January  1993.  On  that  date,  provisions 
of  the  Low  Level  Radioactive  Waste  Policy  Amendments  Act  take  effect.  The  provisions  of 
this  Act  may  preclude  inter-state  shipment  and  disposal  of  radioactive  waste  at  commercial 
disposal  facilities. 

The  cost  for  implementing  each  of  the  alternatives  vary  greatly.  Since  alternative  one 
will  eliminate  all  existing  controls  and  restrictions,  no  costs  are  involved.  Alternative  one  is 
closely  followed  by  alternatives  two  and  three  respectively.  The  two  active  restoration 
alternatives,  four  and  five,  are  the  most  costly.  The  choice  of  disposal  sites  for  waste  generated 
greatly  influences  the  cost  of  each  alternative  since  disposal  at  a  government-operated  off-site 
disposal  site  is  much  least  costly  than  disposal  at  a  commercially  operated  facility.  State 
acceptance  will  be  addressed  in  the  record  of  decision  following  the  public  comment  period  on 
the  proposed  plan.  Community  acceptance  will  be  evaluated  based  on  comments  received  from 
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you  during  the  public  comment  period. 

Agenda  Item:  Preferred  Alternative 

I  will  now  discuss  the  Air  Force  preferred  alternative  and  the  rationale  for  selecting  this 
alternative.  The  Air  Force  prefers  off-site  disposal  of  the  BOMARC  waste  in  a  Department  of 
Energy  low  level  radioactive  waste  facility  because  this  alternative  best  satisfies  the  nine 
evaluation  criteria  and  is  the  most  cost  effective  active  restoration  alternative.  Cost  for  disposal 
at  a  commercial  site  are  significantly  greater  than  disposal  at  a  DOE  facility.  The  cost  of 
disposing  of  BOMARC  Missile  Site  waste  at  a  commercial  facility  is  estimated  to  be  $23 
million,  whereas  disposal  at  a  DOE  site  is  estimated  to  cost  approximately  $7  million. 

The  Department  of  Energy  is  cooperating  with  the  Air  Force  to  develop  methodologies 
to  dispose  of  the  BOMARC  waste.  Although  the  Air  Force  has  no  firm  response  as  to  whether 
or  not  DOE  will  accq)t  the  waste,  their  sites  remain  options  should  the  commercial  sites  not  be 
available.  The  issue  that  will  most  impact  the  Air  Force’s  ability  to  make  an  indq)endent 
decision  is  the  Low  Level  Radioactive  Waste  Policy  Amendment  Act  which  governs  inter-state 
shipment  and  disposal  of  radioactive  waste.  This  Act  places  the  burden  for  low  level  radioactive 
waste  disposal  with  the  individual  states  or  compacts  of  states  and  establishes  a  schedule  for 
phased  implementation.  This  Act  has  already  increased  the  cost  of  disposal  at  licensed 
commercial  sites,  since  its  provisions  allow  currently  cited  states  to  levy  waste  surcharges. 
Costs  are  projected  to  escalate  even  more  as  states  and  compacts  set  fees  to  support  their  site’s 
operations. 

A  more  immediate  issue  affecting  any  decision  is  the  scheduled  closure  of  the  commercial 
sites  on  the  first  of  January  1993.  On  that  date,  another  provision  of  the  Act  takes  effect  which 
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closes  existing  commercial  to  generators  outside  the  state  or  compact  in  which  the  site  is 
located.  As  state  and  compact  agreements  now  stand,  waste  generators  in  New  Jersey  will  have 
no  access  to  existing  sites  even  if  they  remain  open  to  member  states  within  the  site’s  compacts. 
The  Air  Force  cannot  make  a  decision  on  the  BOMARC  site  that  involves  disposal  until  sites 
willing  to  accept  the  waste  have  been  identified  and  the  costs  analyzed  for  effectiveness.  If 
disposal  sites  are  willing  to  accept  the  waste  cannot  be  identified,  or  sites  willing  to  accept  the 
waste  are  not  cost  effective,  then  the  existing  conditions  alternative  will  be  implemented  by 
default.  In  the  event  existing  condition  alternative  is  implemented,  radioactive  contamination 
would  remain  in  place  and  access  controls  and  environmental  monitoring  would  continue  until 
such  time  that  a  viable  economically  feasible  off-site  disposal  fac‘’Hy  becomes  available. 

The  major  components  of  the  preferred  Off-site  Disposal  Alte^*^  es  are  as  follows. 
Excavation  of  source  soils  containing  greater  than  8  picocuries  per  gram  of  plutonium.  This  will 
limit  maximum  risk  to  any  future  resident  of  the  site  to  a  level  of  less  than  1  in  10,000  excess 
lifetime  cancer  risk.  Excavation  and  sectioning  of  contaminated  portions  of  the  concrete  apron, 
utility  bunkers,  and  the  missile  shelter,  excavation  and  removal  of  the  missile  launcher  if  found, 
packaging,  transport,  and  disposal  of  radioactive  materials  to  an  off-site  licensed  low  level 
radioactive  waste  facility  and  restoration  of  the  site  by  backfilling  with  clean  soil,  followed  by 
grading  and  revegetation  of  the  site  with  indigenous  plant  species. 

’  This  chart  gives  the  estimated  clean-up  volumes  for  contaminated  soils  and  structures 
requiring  remediation.  Confirmation  of  waste  removal  will  be  accomplished  as  shown  on  this 
slide.  Sampling  of  contaminated  media  will  be  conducted  both  during  and  after  clean-up  to 
ensure  that  all  waste  contaminated  above  clean-up  levels  have  been  removed.  Both  field  surveys 
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and  laboratoiy  analyses  will  be  used  to  verify  that  the  site  has  been  cleaned  up  to  applicable 
clean-up  levels.  Field  surveys  will  be  conducted  using  a  variety  of  sensitive  radiation  detectors. 
In  addition,  strict  engineering  controls  will  be  applied  during  the  excavation  phase  to  prevent  any 
exposure  to  workers  or  off-site  populations.  These  include  dust  suppression  and  runoff  and 
sediment  control  measures. 

I  will  now  describe  how  you  can  participate  in  the  decision  making  process.  My  address. 
The  Air  Force  welcomes  your  comments  on  the  proposed  plan.  You  are  encouraged  to  comment 
on  all  of  the  alternatives  considered,  not  just  the  preferred  alternative.  Written  comments  should 
be  sent  to  me  at  that  address.  Selection  of  the  preferred  alternative  is  preliminary  and  could 
change  in  response  to  public  comment  or  other  new  information.  All  of  the  reports  in  this  study 
are  available  at  the  Information  Repository,  the  address  of  which  is  provided  on  the  slide.  The 
Administrator  of  Records  for  this  study,  which  includes  a  complete  record  of  all  actions  and 

decisions  upon  which  the  preferred  alternative  is  based,  is  located  at  McGuire  Air  Force  Base. 

0 

Contact  McGuire  Public  Affairs  Office  for  access  to  this  record.  They  are  under  the  wing,  but 
that’s  their  correct  phone  number  and  information  will  get  to  them  at  the  Public  Affairs  Office. 

The  public  comment  period  began  on  May  28th  and  will  run  for  45  days  until  July  IS, 
1992.  At  the  end  of  the  comment  period  and  after  considering  all  public  comments  received, 
the  Air  Force  will  select  a  final  clean-up  plan.  The  selected  clean-up  plan  will  be  documented 
in  the  record  of  decision  and  will  include  a  responsiveness  summary  providing  responses  to  all 
public  comments  received.  After  the  record  of  decision  is  complete,  a  fact  sheet  representing 
the  responsiveness  summary  and  selected  remedy  will  be  mailed  to  all  interested  parties.  If  you 
would  like  to  receive  a  copy  of  this,  please  indicate  so  on  the  bottom  of  one  of  the  cards 


(mSapxJi 


15 


available  to  you  in  the  back  of  the  room  or  from  McGuire  Public  Affairs. 

The  record  of  decision,  including  the  responsiveness  summary,  will  also  be  placed  in  the 
administrative  record  and  in  a  local  repository.  We  will  now  have  a  short  break,  and  you  can 
get  a  card  if  you  didn’t  get  one  earlier.  Then  we  will  take  any  of  your  questions  and  comments. 
Thank  you  for  your  attention. 

(Recess.) 

^enda  Item:  Public  Comment 

Ms.  Geil:  I  was  a  little  remiss  earlier  on  in  not  introducing  U.S.  Congressman  Jim 
Saxton.  He  is  here  today  to  listen  to  the  procedures,  and  I  think  he  also  has  some  comments 
that  he  would  like  to  make  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Saxton:  Thank  you.  First  let  me  say  how  pleased  that  1  am  that  we’re  here  today 
at  this  stage  of  these  proceedings.  It’s  been  quite  some  time  getting  here  and  I  understand  what 
it  is  that  we  have  had  to  go  through  in  terms  of  procedures  to  do  this,  but  I  would  like  to  begin 
by  thanking  Gary  Vest,  the  Deputy  Secretary  for  the  Air  Force  for  &ivironment  and  his  staff. 
Colonel,  and  Sharon  for  your  great  effort  in  bringing  us  here  today  and  also  to  say  that  I’m  glad 
to  see  that  there  are  so  many  individuals  from  the  community  interested  in  this  issue.  Like  any 
public  process,  participation  by  all  of  the  folks  who  are  concerned  is  of  vital  importance.  I 
know  there  are  people  here  from  the  community  and  people  from  governing  bodies,  people  from 
environmental  groups,  people  from  the  Pinelands  Commission,  and  people  from  industry  who 
are  interested  in  this  process  for  a  variety  of  reasons,  particularly  those  who  are  in  the  business 
itself  who  are  also  here. 
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We  are  also  here  to  discuss  a  30-year-old  problem,  one  that  has  plagued  us  for  three 
decades:  what  to  do  with  the  Boeing  Michigan  Aeronautics  Research  Center  Site,  commonly 
known  as  BOMARC.  The  Air  Force  has  discussed  five  solutions  with  us  today  and  its  final 
environmental  impact  study  and  is  leaning  toward,  as  they  said,  off-site  disposal.  While  I 
applaud  the  Air  Force  efforts  to  finally  put  this  issue  to  rest,  I  know  that  we  all  have  some 
questions  relative  to  safety  precautions  that  I  hope  will  be  addressed  at  this  meeting,  and  I  know 
that  there  are  members  of  the  community  who  share  in  those  concerns,  particularly  people  who 
are  here  from  Plumsted  Township.  And  I  know  that  the  Air  Force  will  listen  carefully  to  those 
questions  and  provide  good  logical  scientific  answers  to  them. 

Those  are  serious  questions  that  need  to  be  answered  obviously  before  we  proceed  with 

any  of  the  five  proposals  that  were  mentioned.  Nevertheless,  I  believe  that  we  have  reached  a 

monumental  decision  regarding  the  BOMARC  Site.  After  many  years,  the  Air  Force  has 

decided  to  expunge  the  weapons  grade  plutonium  saturating  the  soil  as  a  preferred  alternative, 

and  I  loudly  applaud  that  decision.  Knowing  that  the  EPA  and  other  Federal  agencies  almost 
0 

always  err  on  the  side  of  caution  when  it  comes  to  disturbing  hazardous  waste  sites,  I  believe 
this  decision  is  a  positive  one.  I  have  been  and  am  a  strong  advocate  of  cleaning  the  BOMARC 
Site.  I  believe  cleaning  the  site  is  the  only  way  to  fmally  once  and  for  all  get  this  issue  behind 
us.  I  believe  it’s  important  to  discuss  why  this  is  true. 

I  first  became  aware  of  BOMARC  many  years  ago  when  concerned  citizens  from  the 
communities  in  this  area,  particularly  Plumsted  Township  and  Jackson  Township,  contacted  me 
to  express  concern  about  it.  It  had  been  prof>osed  by  the  New  Jersey  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection  at  the  time,  which  is  now  known  as  the  Department  of  Environmental 
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Protection  and  Energy,  that  tlie  already  contaminated  site  be  used  to  dispose  of  radon 
contaminated  soil  from  the  northern  part  of  our  state.  I  guess  it  was  the  position  of  DEP  that 
if  it’s  contaminated  with  one  type  of  nuclear  material,  we  might  as  well  put  the  other  one  there, 
too.  Together  the  citizens  from  Plumsted  Township  and  Jackson  Township  and  I  fought  off  that 
proposal,  and  I  might  add  that  it  wasn’t  easy. 

Also  several  years  ago,  it  was  brought  to  my  attention  that  we  have  the  technology  to 
clean  contaminated  soils.  A  sample  of  the  BOMARC  soil  was  shipped  to  the  desert  in  Nevada 
to  see  if  the  technology  worked  and  it  did  work.  It  was  clean  through  this  wonderful  advance 
in  technology.  Today  several  companies,  one  of  which  is  represented  here  today  I  understand, 
have  this  leading  edge  technology.  I  witnessed  that  process  in  the  desert  and  I  must  say  that  I 
was  very  impressed.  I  understand  that  there  are  some  technical  reasons  as  to  why  it  may  not 
be  applicable  to  this  site,  but  it  was  and  is  one  of  the  alternatives. 

Certainly  there  are  some  concerns  that  I  have  with  regard  to  clean-up.  There  is  the 
excavation  and  hauling  of  soil  in  the  area  and  many  other  issues  to  be  concerned  with.  Some 
of  those  questions  were  answered  for  members  of  the  community  who  spent  an  hour  or  two  here 
before  this  meeting.  I  am  also  interested  to  know  what  safety  precautions  the  Air  Force  will 
take  on  during  the  excavation  of  either  on-site  or  the  off-site  options.  I  want  to  be  sure,  as  to 
members  of  the  community,  to  know  what  type  of  precautions  the  workers  who  will  be  doing 
the  excavation  and  hauling  will  be  provided  with.  I  think  everybody  would  like  to  have  answers 
to  these  questions  and  again,  some  of  these  issues  were  addressed  in  the  meeting  prior  to  this 
official  hearing. 
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Another  concern  is  that  the  BOMARC  site  is  in  the  protected  Pinelands  area.  And  the 
record  should  show  that  the  Pinelands  Commission  is  represented  here  today.  All  soil  that  is 
carted  off,  I  understand,  must  be  replaced  by  indigenous  soil  and  where  is  the  indigenous  soil 
going  to  come  from  is  I  think  a  very  important  question. 

•  We  will  be  able  to  get  started  to  resolve  this  issue  before  January  1  I  hope,  because  I 
understand  there  is  some  question  as  to  whether  or  not  it  can  be  done  after  that  date.  Just  by 
coincidence  this  morning,  while  I  was  waiting  for  an  airplane  in  Hartford  Connecticut,  I  picked 
up  a  copy  of  the  Hartford  newspaper  and  the  headline  story  on  page  one  says  "States  freed  from 
having  to  take  their  own  waste,  pressure  is  still  on  companies  in  nuclear  dump  site”  and  I  would 
like  to  read  the  first  couple  of  paragraphs  of  this  article  for  the  record  as  I  know  it  will  be 
something  that  you  will  be  addressing  subsequent  to  a  recent  court  ruling. 

The  Supreme  Court  ruled,  it  said,  in  a  sbc/three  ruling  last  Friday,  it  struck  down  a  key 
section  of  the  law  that  had  forced  states  to  find  ways  to  dispose  of  nuclear  waste  created  within 
their  borders.  But  the  court  also  said  that  Congress  acted  properly  when  it  devised  a  series  of 

t 

incentives  to  prod  states  and  companies  that  produce  the  waste  to  find  ways  of  getting  rid  of  it. 
That  part  of  the  ruling  is  critical  to  companies  and  states  such  as  Connecticut,  and  I  assume  New 
Jersey,  while  the  state  government  saw  a  legal  hammer  lifted  Friday,  the  mostly  commercial 
generators  of  low  level  radioactive  wastes  are  still  confronted  with  the  practical  problem  of 
finding  a  way  to  dispose  of  it.  Ultimately  that  could  force  the  state  governments  and  Congress 
back  into  the  fray. 

If  I  am  inteqjreting  that  correctly,  that  is  the  issue  that  we’re  discussing,  and  if  I’m 
interpreting  it  correctly,  that  may  take  some  heat  off  the  January  1  date,  I  hope  it  does. 
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Anyway,  I  hope  that  we  will  be  able  to  get  started  with  this  process  in  a  short  period  of  time. 
If  we  miss  this  window  of  opportunity,  perhaps  I  will  have  a  lifetime  job  as  a  member  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  and  the  Environmental  Panel  on  the  Armed  Services  Committee 
dealing  with  this  issue.  I  certainly  hope  not. 

I  have  serious,  in  fact  I  may  say  very  serious  concerns,  with  regard  to  the  status  quo 
option  or  with  the  limited  treatment  option.  There  is  certainly  as  to  future  clean-up  efforts  and 
the  new  law  which  I  just  mentioned  may  help  to  turn  the  already  contaminated  BOMARC  Site 
into,  perhaps  as  has  been  tried  in  the  past,  an  additional  type  of  radioactive  material  storage 
facility.  In  spite  of  the  fact  that  there  are  currently  laws  that  say  that  that’s  not  possible,  laws 
change  as  do  regulations  and  as  to  people’s  outlook  as  those  laws  change.  Tlie  Low  Level 
Radioactive  Waste  Policy  Amendment  places  a  new  question  mark  on  the  BOMARC  Site,  as  has 
this  court  ruling  that  I  just  referred  to  speaks  to  that  as  well.  The  Amendment  governs  the 
shipinent  of  radioactive  waste  and  places  the  burden  of  disposal  of  this  waste  on  the  individual 
states  or  with  a  group  of  states  that  enter  into  any  particular  agreement.  In  any  event, 
discussions  that  the  BOMARC  Site  could  be  concq}tually  turned  into  a  low  level  radiation-site 
causes  all  of  us  great  concern.  It  is  within  the  realm  of  logic  of  someone  to  conclude  that  if  we, 
meaning  we  the  Federal  government  and  the  Air  Force  and  all  of  us  collectively,  if  we  conclude 
that  it  is  not  harmful  to  leave  plutonium  at  the  site,  then  perhaps  someone  can  conclude  that  it’s 
not  harmful  to  store  or  contain  other  waste  at  the  same  site,  certainly  something  that  we  should 
be  concerned  about. 

I  want  to  also  mention  here  that  there  is  another  issue  that  those  of  us  who  live  in  and 
represent  this  area  need  to  be  concerned  about.  We  have  a  community  that  is  centered  around 
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Fort  Dix,  McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  and  Lakelnirst  Naval  Engineering  Station.  We  are 
surrounded  by  towns  like  Plumsted  and  Jackson  and  Brightstow  n  and  New  Hanover  and  North 
Hanover  and  Springfield  Township  and  Pepperton  Township,  and  we  know  how  important 
perception  is  to  our  area.  Perception  that  there’s  a  nuclear  waste  site  which  remains  in  this  area 
is  not  helpful  to  either  us  as  civilians  or  to  the  Army,  the  Navy,  or  to  the  Air  Force. 

I  know  the  concerns  that  some  have  regarding  the  removal,  on  the  other  hand,  of 
plutonium  and  the  possibility  that  it  become  airborne  would  tend  to  complicate  people’s 
perceptions.  By  having  truckloads  of  low  level  radiation  being  trucked  away  or  by  having 
truckloads  of  low  level  radiation  trucked  in  all  speak  to  that  perceptual  problem  or  that  issue  that 
we  have  to  face.  I’ve  been  an  advocate  of  removal  of  plutonium  since  1967.  Today  I  remain 
a  strong  advocate.  As  I  mentioned,  a  few  minutes  ago,  I  hope  I  don’t  have  to  extend  my  career 
with  regard  to  this  subject  because  I’ve  been  dealing  with  it  for  quite  some  time. 

In  light  of  what  we  know  scientifically  about  this  issue,  as  well  as  what  we  know  about 
perceptual  issues  and  about  possible  changes  in  regulation  and  law  and  about  on-site 
contaminants,  it’s  a  substantially  illogical  conclusion,  I  believe,  to  opt  for  the  options  that  would 
leave  the  contamination  on-site. 

So  I  look  forw-ud  to  the  Air  Force’s  answers  to  the  concerns  that  I’ve  expressed  and  I 
know  there  will  be  concerns  expressed  by  members  of  the  community  which  I  know  the  Air 
Force  will  heed  and  provide  good  answers  for. 

I  would  also  Just  like  to  conclude  by  saying  that  there  is  a  paragraph  here  which  speaks 
to  something  which  you  have  mentioned  both  informally  and  formally,  and  that  is  the  cost 
related  to  this  issue.  I  happen  to  believe  that  the  quicker  we  get  to  it,  the  less  expensive  it  will 
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be.  I  also  happen  to  believe  that  there  is  good  reason  to  believe  and  hope  that  the  Department 
of  Energy  will  recognize  this  as  a  responsibility  of  theirs  subsequent  to  us  finding  that  perhaps 
it  could  not  be  disposed  of  in  the  expensive  commercial  site  method.  I  hope  we  can  get  to  that 
point  quickly  so  that  we  can  get  on  with  the  actual  clean-up.  And  again,  I  appreciate  very  much 
the  attention  and  the  wonderful  effort  that  the  Air  Force  has  put  into  bringing  us  here  today. 
Thank  you  very  much. 

Ms.  Geil:  Thank  you  Congressman  Saxton.  If  we  could  look  at  the  newspaper  article 
afterwards,  we  would  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Ralph  Bitter,  you  can  either  address  at  this  microphone  or  — 

Mr.  Bitter:  [Off  mike.]  Good  afternoon.  My  name  is  Ralph  Bitter,  I  am  Chairman  of 
Plumsted  Township  Envirorunental  Commission.  I  ha  v  e  a  short  statement,  and  then  I  have  a  list 
of  several  questions  which  I  would  like  to  read,  and  I  will  get  through  them  as  quickly  as 
possible.  But  I  would  like  to  list  them  for  the  public  record. 

•  At  the  June  8th  meeting  of  our  Environmental  Commission,  we  had  a  discussion  of  the 
various  aspects  of  the  BOMARC  situation.  It  was  decided  we  were  faced  with  two  scenarios. 
First  we  had  an  unstable  situation  as  things  stand  now.  And  second,  a  proposed  remediation 
process  about  which  we  knew  veiy  little.  It  was  noted  that  the  Environmental  Commission  had 
responded  in  October  of  1991  to  request  for  comments  from  the  Air  Force  for  which  we  never 
received  an  answer.  After  further  discussion,  also  noting  that  the  window  of  opportunity  for 
shipping  contaminated  material  out  of  state  would  close  January  of  1993,  it  was  found  that  we 
simply  did  not  have  enough  infonnation  to  reach  an  intelligent  decision  regarding  the 
remediation  process.  As  Chairman,  I  volunteered  to  monitor  the  situation  and  report  to  the  other 
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commissioners  as  new  data  made  itself  known.  And  please  note  that  there  were  no  formal 
resolutions  from  this  meeting. 

What  we  did  come  forward  with  were  several  questions.  Just  bear  with  me  please,  I  will 
get  through  these  as  quickly  as  possible.  First  of  all,  we  would  like  to  know  if  the  $30  million 
appropriated  for  this  project  is  for  this  year  only  or  will  the  project  be  funded  for  its  lifetime? 

What  is  the  projected  timeframe  to  completion  of  the  project? 

What  methods  will  be  used  to  transport  contaminated  material  off-site? 

How  will  the  material  be  contained  for  transport? 

How  will  the  material  be  prepared  and  loaded  for  transport? 

What  provisions  for  containment  on-site  during  the  clean-up  will  there  be  to  prevait 
airborne  particles  from  escaping? 

What  route,  type  of  vehicle  and  safety  measures  wUl  be  used  during  tran^rt? 

What  parameters  define  high  and  low  level  contamination? 

What  proportions  of  these  materials  exist  on  the  site  currently? 

Local  sources  claim  that  Brindle  Lake  was  contaminated  during  the  BOMARC  accidrat. 

0 

Would  the  Air  Force  Examination  Team  examine  this  possibility? 

If  rejected  by  all  the  commercial  sites,  will  the  material  definitely  be  accq)ted  by  the 
National  Rqx)sitory  in  Nevada? 

.  Hoes  the  remediation  process  extend  to  the  silo  itself? 

In  regard  to  the  use  of  larger  caliber  weaponry  at  the  Fort  Dix  Firing  Range,  have  you 
checked  for  or  foresee  any  breach  of  containment  due  to  the  projectile  impacts? 

Will  this  effect  the  longevity  of  the  containment  facilities? 
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.  During  a  proposed  remediation  process,  what  safeguards  will  be  on  place  on-site  and 
along  the  proposed  transportation  routes? 

What  monitoring  actions  will  be  used  to  assure  that  no  loss  of  contaimnent  is  achieved? 

And  finally,  could  we  be  able  to  arrange  for  a  demonstration  of  either  the  preferred 
altenlative  or  the  true  clean  process  in  its  final  form  so  that  we  representatives  of  Plumsted 
accurately  report  on  the  procedures  involved  to  our  fellow  citizens? 

Thank  you  for  your  time. 

Ms.  Geil:  In  brief,  just  to  hit  on  a  couple  of  those  and  detail  they  will  be  in  the 
responsiveness  summary,  but  it  was  a  misunderstanding  that  there  was  $30  million  aj^ropriated 
for  this  year.  The  only  money  that  was  appropriated  for  this  year  was  for  the  actual  remedial 
investigation/feasibility  study  and  to  start  a  remedial  design.  And  there  is  a  request  in,  this  is 
the  time  period  during  which  we  request  money  for  FY’93  and  there  is  a  request  in. 

For  a  large  number  of  your  questions  on  the  specifics  on  the  remedial  design,  we  have 
not  yet  performed  the  remedial  design  and  they  will  be  addressed  at  that  time.  And  then  there 
will  be,  before  we  actually  implement  the  alternative,  there  will  be  another  public  hearing  with 
the  details  of  exactly  what  we  will  be  doing.  So  a  lot  of  your  questions  we  will  go  over  them 
then. 

The  parameters,  defining  the  high  and  low  levels  and  such,  those  were  risk  based 
decisions  using  EPA  standards  on  excess  cancer  risk  potential. 

I  think  that’s  most  of  the  currently  answerable  questions.  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 

Colonel  Case:  You  mentioned  a  lake  that  had  been  contaminated,  I  think  I  would  like 
to  talk  to  you  afterwards  about  the  specifics  of  that. 
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Ms.  Geil:  Mr.  Ron  Dancer,  you  had  a  question. 

Mr.  Dancer:  Thank  you  very  much.  As  the  Mayor  of  Plumsted  Township,  I  am  here 
without  any  prepared  comments.  The  governing  body  has  not  taken  any  fontial  position  on  the 
preferred  alternative  that  the  Air  Force  is  recommending  here  this  afternoon.  However,  as  has 
been  mentioned  at  the  outset,  we  have  had  the  opportunity,  thanks  to  Congressman  Saxton,  to 
have  a  pre-meeting  if  you  will,  where  we  have  had  some  more  technical  questions  answered,  and 
that  was  very  informative  to  help  put  us  in  a  more  informational-gathering  mode  to  make  an 
informed  decision.  I  think  that’s  why  I’m  here  today.  We  are  part  of  the  process,  the  public 
is  part  of  the  process.  We  want  to  gain  information  and  further  our  education  on  this  issue. 

Obviously  I  think  the  task  before  us  is  to  weigh  the  risk  and  benefit.  And  if  I  could  just 
probably  accentuate  some  of  the  points  that  Congressman  Saxton  has  made  is  that  we  do  have 
a  window  of  opportunity  here  I  believe  for  both  funding  and  permitting.  And  as  we  approach 
this  January  1,  1993  deadline,  I  think  history  and  future  generations  could  look  back  on  this 
process  right  now  and  hopefully  we  will  be  making  a  decision  that  will  restore  the  environmental 
integrity  of  not  only  the  Pinelands  Reserve  but  our  community,  Plumsted  Township. 

During  the  pre-meeting,  we  looked  at,  and  the  perception  is  perhaps,  that  there  is  some 
stable  process  ongoing  right  now  with  the  evaluation  of  any  contamination,  that  it  was  my 
perception  that  it  was  site  specific.  And  as  we  have  seen  in  some  of  the  slide  presentations,  that 
there* was  migration  of  this  contamination  off-site,  if  you  will  the  fenced-in  area.  It  is  across 
a  pubUc  highway,  a  country  road,  route  539,  a  heavily  traveled  shore  route.  It  is  a  highway  that 
the  Ocean  County  Planning  Board,  for  example,  has  informed  me  that  there  is  a  right  of  way 
for  future  expansion  of  possibly  a  four  lane  highway.  I  think  that  perhaps  in  generations  to 
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come  and  when  we’re  looking  at  a  24,000  year  life  of  plutonium,  can  we  guarantee  the 
unrestricted  access  to  a  fenced  in  area  of  the  missile  base  silo,  what  was  it  204? 

Ms.  GeU:  204. 

Mr.  Dancer:  But  really  when  you  look  at  the  probability  that  539  some  day,  there’s 
going  to  be  land  disturbance  there,  that  culvert,  there’s  going  to  be  land  disturbance  there,  we 
have  a  contaminant,  we  have  a  nuclear  waste  lying  beneath  and  beside  a  public  highway  that’s 
not  going  to  be  fenced,  it’s  not  going  to  be  contained  in  perpetuity.  I  think  these  ate  variables 
that  we  all  need  to  consider  and  Plumsted  Township  will,  prior  to  the  closing  of  the  July  15th 
public  comment  period,  we  will  submit  something  in  writing  to  you  with  a  more  formal 
endorsement  or  recommendation  of  the  preferred  alternative. 

Just  to  close,  I  want  to  just  take  an  opportunity  to  thank  Congressman  Saxton  for  his 
tenacity,  his  untiring  efforts  to  procure  the  appropriations  that  are  necessary  for  the  clean-up  of 
our  environment  and  future  generations  to  come.  Jim,  thanks  very  much  for  that  on  your  part, 
and  y/e  look  forward  to  being  part  of  this  process.  I  know  a  lot  of  our  questions  are  being 
answered  and  hopefully  we  will  all  make  the  right  decisions  for  our  enviroiunent  and  future 
generations  to  come. 

Ms.  Geil:  Thank  you  Mr.  Dancer. 

Mr.  Bruce  Bermer,  if  1  mispronounce  names,  sorry. 

Mr.  Benner:  My  name  is  Bruce  Benner,  I  am  with  the  New  Jersey  Dq)artment  of 
Enviromnental  Protection  and  Energy.  While  our  formal  comments  are  being  prqKued  at  this 
time,  I  just  wanted  to  more  or  less  make  a  statement  in  reference  to  clean-up  standards  that  the 
Department  proposed  on  February  3rd  of  this  year.  On  page  four  of  the  proposed  plan,  under 
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summary  of  health  and  environmental  risks,  it  stated  that  federal  and  state  -- 1  will  paraphrase  - 
-  under  federal  and  state  hazardous  waste  laws  acceptable  risk  is  generally  deHned  as  risk  that 
does  not  exceed  the  range  of  10^  to  10'*.  The  clean-up  standards  that  are  being  proposed  by  the 
Department  are  going  to  have  a  limit  of  10^  protectiveness  range.  I  just  wanted  to  make  sure 
that  that  is  addressed.  We  will  be  addressing  that  in  our  formal  conunents.  Thank  you. 

.  Ms.  Geil:  Thank  you.  Mr.  Jeff  Rightman. 

Mr.  Rightman:  I  am  going  to  defer. 

Ms.  Geil:  Okay.  Ms.  Lucy  Bottomley. 

Ms.  Bottomely:  The  questions  that  I  had  are  on  the  card. 

'  Ms.  Geil:  Okay.  Please  clarify,  volume  of  waste  to  be  transported.  There  was  a  slide 
on  that  “  Phil  can  you?  Phil  Watts  is  our  contractor  by  the  way,  Earth  Technology. 

Lucy  was  also  asking  about  the  waste  disposal  costs,  transportation  costs,  and  the 
excavation  costs.  All  of  these  costs  are  all  summarized  together  and  included  in  the  alternative 
cost  for  each  of  them  which  was  —  there’s  the  quantities.  Can  you  see  that  with  the  lights  as 
they  ate?  Which  were  in  the  proposed  plan. 

[Off  mike  question.] 

Ms.  Geil:  Oh,  what  is  it?  The  Ocean  County  Library?  In  the  Information  Rqxrsitory 
in  the  Ocean  County  Library,  there  actually  is  the  RI/FS  is  in  there  with  the  detailed  cost 
estimates  that  PhU  was  just  mentioning.  Those  documents  are  available  to  you  all  to  look 
through. 


27 


Ms.  Bottomley:  These  are  the  volumes  in  the  RI/FS,  cost  for  excavation? 

[Off  mike  comment.] 

Ms.  Geil:  Did  anyone  else  have  any  questions  or  comments.  We  can  take  the  slide  off 
at  this  point,  turn  the  lights  back  on. 

We’re  finished  with  cards,  if  you  would  like  to  make  a  comment,  please.  If  you  wmild 
just  state  your  name  for  the  record  we  would  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Rail:  My  name  is  David  Rail  and  I  live  in  Lakewood.  I  was  here,  not  here,  but 
I  was  in  this  area  back  in  1987  when  things  were  stirring  up  in  reference  to  the  Mount  Clair  soil 
radiation  that  took  place  and  the  fight  that  you  people  down  here  put  up  to  ktep  it  from  coming 
here.  That’s  what  aroused  my  interest  in  the  BOMARC  situation.  I  had  heard  about  it  before, 
but  I  .was  even  more  interested  the  more  I  read  and  the  more  I  heard.  So  I  took  it  upon  myself 
to  look  as  deep  as  I  could  through  resource  through  various  library  sources,  and  I  came  here  and 
spoke  to  Mayor  Charles  Horner  of  New  Egypt,  and  he  and  I  had  a  long  conversation  to  the 
BOMARC  situation.  During  that  time,  when  the  action  actually  took  place,  he  was,  you  might 
say,  a  big  part  of  it.  And  then  I  also  spoke  to  Mayor  Black  of  Jackson  about  the  same  thing. 
And  1  got  their  reactions  to  the  situation.  And  so  I  carried  it  a  stqp  further  and  I  wrote  a  lett^ 
to  Governor  Kane  (this  was  in  1987).  I  will  read  what  I  wrote  to  Governor  Kane  for  what 
interest  it  might  have,  whether  you  think  I’m  right  or  wrong.  Maybe  I  was  wrong,  because  I 
didn’t  get  an  answer  from  him,  that’s  either  here  nor  there;  at  least  he  did  receive  it. 

I  am  going  to  read  it  verbatim.  In  June  1960,  the  nuclear  warttead  on  a  47  foot 
BOMARC  missile  caught  fire  in  its  bunker  at  an  Ocean  County  New  Jersey  Missile  Base.  This 
fire  turned  out  to  be  the  worst  plutonium  accident  in  the  history  of  our  nation.  Once  the  fire 
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was  brought  under  control  and  put  out  on  that  fateful  afternoon  of  June  7,  1960,  the  perilous 
condition  of  spewed  plutonium  over  the  missile  site  commanded  emergency  action  to  suppress 
the  plutonium  threat.  The  entire  plutonium  contaminant  area  was  promptly  filled  over  with  4 
inches  of  concrete  and  asphalt  to  keep  the  plutonium  from  becoming  airborne  and  has  remained 
dormant  in  this  state  of  condition  for  the  last  27  years.  At  that  time,  it  was  27  years. 

Plutonium  is  considered  by  many  as  the  most  dangerous  substance  ever  handled  by  man. 
The  recent  reputable  authorities  are  wont  to  say  that  plutonium  is  the  most  dangerous  substance 
twofold,  the  lethal  capabilities  and  its  extreme  toxic  longevity.  Just  a  spoonful  of  plutonium 
dioxide  particles,  if  dispersed  in  the  air,  is  enough  to  kill  millions  of  people.  It  also  remains 
active  for  a  long  long  time.  It  must  be  contained  with  no  leakage  for  thousands  of  years.  To 
be  mote  precise,  1  ounce  of  plutonium  could  cause  a  worldwide  q^idemic  of  lung  cancer. 
Plutonium  if  exposed  to  the  air  ignites  spontaneously.  As  it  bums,  it  forms  tiny  particles  of 
plutonium  dioxide.  One  ounce  of  plutonium  can  form  10  trillion  particles  of  plutonium  dioxide 
which  could  remain  in  the  atmosphere  with  lethal  implications  for  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
years. 

What  I  have  stated  is  not  my  interpretation  of  the  dangers  and  characteristics  of 
plutonium,  but  instead  are  actually  two  established  facts  from  authoritative  sources  in  the  Held 
of  nuclear  science.  Needless  to  say,  a  silent  lethal  escape  of  plutonium  from  the  BOMARC 
nuclear  accident  must  never  happen.  If  through  erroneous  handling  or  any  other  reason,  it 
becomes  unleashed  into  the  atmospheric  forces,  this  radioactive  destroyer  will  jeopardize  the 
health,  welfare,  and  survival  of  the  whole  northeast  United  States  and  beyond  for  all  generations 
hereafter. 
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The  reason  I  explain  and  put  this  on  the  line  in  such  blunt  terminology  is  because  not 
only  is  it  true,  but  the  present  meager  protection  between  us  and  the  living  public  and  the  deadly 
effects  of  plutonium  contamination  is  only  4  inches  of  concrete  apart.  A  mere  4  inches  of 
concrete  is  keeping  a  sleeping  giant  from  shortening  our  lives  and  poisoning  our  environment 
permanently.  This  long  neglected  condition  is  inexcusable. 

I  firmly  recommend  that  until  a  proof  positive  is  devised  that  will  readily  enforce  total 
eradication  of  this  deadly  substance  on  the  spot,  it  must  not  be  moved  or  disturbed  in  any  way 
for  any  reason  at  all.  To  remove  and  transport  away  the  plutonium  and  the  contaminated  soil 
it  is  in  will  without  doubt  pose  a  most  serious  danger  of  irreversible  genocide  to  all  of  us.  If 
expensive  experimental  research  and  development  were  to  be  instigated  at  a  Federal  Department 
of  Energy  plutonium  division  in  Hanford  Washington,  or  some  other  government  location  being 
appropriate  for  this  purpose,  the  safe  and  correct  answer  to  this  devastating  situation  can  one  day 
be  found  and  applied  sensibly.  In  the  meantime,  I  consider  it  urgently  advisable  to  install  an 
additional  30  inches  at  least  of  concrete  over  the  4  inches  of  concrete  that  now  exists. 
Furthermore,  continuous  monitoring  and  security  of  this  entire  plutonium-contaminated  area  must 
remain  in  force  indefinitely.  Contamination  of  the  plutonium  disposal  plant  described  in  the 
enclosed  Star  Ledger  Article  should  never  be  carried  out  for  to  do  so  may  mean  the  beginning 
of  disastrous  incurable  consequences.  Immediate  action  must  be  taken  to  prevent  this  most 
serious  occurrence  or  else  we  have  had  it  for  there  is  no  turning  back  and  correction  attempts 
will  become  impossible  when  the  gamble  is  lost. 

A  responsible  act  by  you  to  enforce  the  sensible  approach  to  this  ugly  event  of 
uncertainly  will  mean  more  than  you  will  ever  know  to  everyone.  Governor  Kane.  Most 
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Sincerely  yours,  amen,  David  Rail. 

Maybe  I  got  carried  away,  perhaps  I  made  it  sound  more  morbid  than  it  is,  but  it  is  a 
problem  that  we  all  have  to  face.  It’s  an  accident  that  happened  and  it  does  cause  an  awful  lot 
of  thinking  for  people  far  smarter  than  me  to  solve.  What  I  was  mainly  concerned  about  was 
when  I  read  about  the  fact  that  the  material  would  be  so  effective  in  causing  lung  cancer  and 
other  health  hazards,  just  by  being  in  the  air  and  being  unable  to  be  controlled,  aroused  my 
concern  to  go  and  try  to  do  something  about  it.  Now  I  can’t  do  it,  but  I  think  a  coalition  of  a 
lot  of  people  could  do  it  and  bring  this  thing  into  focus.  And  until  a  right  method  is  made  or 
is  proved  positive  to  handle  it,  I  think  we  should  leave  this  alone  right  where  it  is  because  you’re 
not  playing  with  a  tinker  toy  or  dynamite  even,  you’re  playing  with  something  that’s  beyond  our 
full  knowledge  as  science  is  today.  And  I  know  that  other  people  think  otherwise  and  have 
thoughts  of  trying  to  get  it  out  of  our  district  and  put  it  in  Hanford,  Washington  so  it  can 
accompany  the  other  mistakes  that  we’ve  made,  but  if  you  do  that  I  think  you’re  playing  a  very 
very  serious  game  with  fate  that  we  don’t  want  to  happen. 

I  am  not  going  to  say  any  more  and  thank  you  very  much  for  letting  me  q)eak  my  piece. 

Colonel  Case:  Thank  you  very  much.  We  talked  to  many  of  the  same  people  that  you 
probably  have  with  regard  to  plutonium  effects  and  we  think  that  the  plan  we  have  can  be  done 
very  safely.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  have  been  some  workers  associated  with  the  weapons 
progi^  for  45  years  who  have  handled  plutonium  at  very  high  levels  and  so  far  as  we  know, 
no  one  has  ever  gotten  cancer  from  plutonium.  So  we  will  address  the  specifics  of  the  health 
risks  for  this  whole  operation  and  already  have  done  that  to  a  good  extent  in  the  RI/FS  and  will 
continue  to  do  that  in  answer  to  your  comments. 
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Ms.  Geil;  Anyone  else  have  any  comments  that  they  would  like  to  say  now?  I  certainly 
understand  being  hesitant  to  get  up  in  front  of  the  public  to  speak.  Please  remember  that  you 
can  send  written  comments  to  me.  My  address  is  on  the  card  and  we  will  give  it  to  you  again 
here,  up  until  July  15.  We  will  address  all  comments  received  equally  whether  they  ate  verbal 
or  written. 

Participant:  Can  I  just  ask  you  if  you  could  backtrack.  You  have  some  slides  with  you 
I  believe  that  address  some  of  the  questions  the  gentleman  asked  about  airborne,  that  the 
gentleman  brought  up  about  airborne  plutonium  particles  and  how  it  can  be  controlled  and  so 
on.  Would  you  just  show  those  to  us  and  explain  what  they  are? 

Ms.  Gleil:  Sure.  Bill,  or  I  can,  all  right. 

Colonel  Case:  First  of  all,  one  of  the  comments  that  was  made  that  plutonium  when 
exposed  to  the  air  will  ignite.  That’s  true.  The  plutonium  at  the  BOMARC  site  did  that  in 
1960.  So  it’s  already  been  ignited.  And  plutonium  that’s  out  there  is  underneath  this  concrete 
in  small  particles  and  it’s  4  to  5  inches  down  in  most  of  the  soil  that’s  there,  so  we’re  not,  by 
digging  this  material,  we’re  not  going  to  have  any  more  fires  of  plutonium,  it’s  already  been 
oxidised. 

This  is  the  shelter,  and  we’re  going  to  show  you  some  examples  of  what  can  be  done  to 
contain  materials.  These  were  some  things  that  were  done  while  our  contractor  was  out  doing 
the  field  study.  This  is  a  temporary  plastic  cover,  double  thickness  of  plastic  over  a  wood 
frame,  that  was  constructed  over  Shelter  204  to  be  sure  that  any  activities  inside  didn’t  disrupt 
the  materials.  And  it’s  sealed  along  the  bottom  and  along  the  top  so  nothing  can  get  out. 
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Ms.  Geii:  One  thing  I  might  add  is  that  there  are  different  types  of  radiation,  and  the 
type  Qf  radiation  from  plutonium  is  alpha  radiation  which  does  not  have  much  penetrating  power. 
It  is  stopped  by  the  dead  skin  cell  layer  on  top  of  your  skin  which  is  why  the  potential  danger 
is  from  breathing  it  or  something  because  then  it  can  directly  get  into  live  lung  tissue.  But  4 
inches  of  concrete,  it  won’t  get  through. 

Colonel  Case:  The  measures  we  take,  the  concrete  cover  and  the  plastic  enclosure,  work 
to  control  any  possible  movement  of  material. 

*  Other  things  that  can  be  done  wtule  working  on  concrete  include  surrounding  the  area 
with  a  plastic  enclosure,  using  a  very  powerful  vacuum  cleaner  that  filters  particles  out  of  it  to 
gather  any  dust  that  gets  generated  through  drilling  or  through  cutting  concrete.  Residues  are 
collected  in  this  barrel  and  any  material  that  comes  through  the  air  is  filtered  out  by  the  vacuum 
cleaner. 

This  is  an  example  of  some  work  that  was  done  on-site  to  penetrate  the  concrete,  to  get 
at  a  manhole  cover.  You  notice  the  plastic  sheeting  around  is  intended  to  capture  the  material 
and  then  after  concrete  is  broken  up,  the  residues  were  vacuumed  up  with  this  same  vacuum 
cleaner  to  ensure  that  no  particles  were  distributed  into  the  air.  That’s  a  shot  of  the  manhole 
cover  after  the  operation  was  completed.  There’s  no  more  dust  in  there,  most  of  that  dust  was 
concrete  dust  and  was  contained  in  the  barrel  with  the  vacuuming  operation. 

This  is  an  example  of  the  radiation  monitoring  technician  monitoring  around  that  cover 
to  see  whether  or  not  there  was  any  contamination  on  it  and  to  assess  the  levels  and  take  some 
temporary  precautions  to  be  sure  it  doesn’t  get  on  their  clothes  or  on  their  shoes. 
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One  of  the  things  that  can  be  done  to  address  the  business  of  material  getting  into  the  air 
while  sampling  and  certainly  while  any  mitigation  efforts  go  on  is  to  use  a  device  which  will 
actually  collect  samples  in  the  air  and  filter  out  any  particles  that  are  in.  Dust  particles  and 
plutonium  particles  and  then  analyze  that  at  the  end  of  the  day  or  the  end  of  the  week  or 
whatever  the  appropriate  period  might  be  to  see  whether  any  materials  actually  is  getting  into 
the  air.  This  is  not  a  protective  measure,  this  is  a  measure  that  will  let  us  assess  whether  or  not 
what’s  going  on  is  being  done  in  a  manner  in  which  the  material  is  being  controlled.  And 
during  this  entire  on-site  work  that  was  done  for  the  feasibility  study,  or  the  remedial 
investigation  study,  nothing  was  ever  detected  on  any  of  the  air  samplers  that  were  operated  on 
this  site.  And  there  were  at  least  four,  if  I’m  not  mistaken,  air  samplers  run  continuously  while 
all  of  the  on-site  sampling  activities  were  going  on. 

[Tape  flip.] 

—  concrete  and  other  materials,  workers  are  protected  because  in  some  cases  we  don’t 
know  what  they  may  get  into,  but  in  any  case  all  of  that  is  very  local. 

More  examples  of  putting  plastic  down  and  plastic  covered  boxes  to  localize  and  control 
the  dust  that  may  be  generated  in  the  area.  This  is  an  example  of  a  coring  machine  which  is 
being  used  to  core  through  the  concrete  and  some  of  the  measures  that  were  taken,  constructing 
of  a  special  box  around  the  coring  bit.  That  was  sealed  to  the  surface  below.  The  coring  bit 
itself  had  to  be  cooled  with  water  which  came  in  through  those  lines  and  the  water  served  two 
purposes.  One  of  the  purposes  was  to  cool  the  bit  while  the  drilling  was  going  on.  The  other 
thing  was  to  control  any  dust  that  was  produced.  Since  the  entire  area  is  wet,  dust  production 
was  virtually  eliminated,  and  then  the  water  slurry  was  collected  through  a  vacuum  immediately 


34 


upon  production  so  it  didn’t  get  spread  around  anywhere.  Those  are  the  same  kinds  of 
techniques  that  can  be  used  during  construction. 

Another  example  of  use  of  the  vacuum  cleaner  over  the  barrel  and  enclosure  around  an 
area  where  some  sampling  is  going  on  to  control  any  dust,  .t’s  collected.  Again,  monitoring 
around  the  area  to  determine  the  level  of  contamination  and  to  be  sure  that  it’s  adequately 
controlled.  An  example  of  a  coring  operation,  the  concrete  and  soils  and  areas  where  hot  spots 
were  detected,  we  took  samples  to  be  able  to  see  how  far  down  plutonium  may  have  gone.  The 
point  of  this  is  that  there’s  a  plastic  barrier  around  to  keep  winds  from  disturbing  the  area  and 
there’s  also  a  plastic  pipe  which  is  connected  to  a  very  powerful  suction  device,  1 ,500  cubic  feet 
per  minute  if  I’m  not  mistaken.  The  effect  of  that  is  to  draw  air  across  this  surface  where  the 
drilling  is  going  on,  collect  any  particles  that  are  produced  and  any  dust  that’s  produced  and  run 
that  back  through  a  machine  that  filters  out  any  particles  so  we’re  controlling  the  contamination 
in  all  cases.  In  addition,  there  is  some  spray  water  available  to  wet  down  the  area.  Wetting 
down  the  area  is  very  effective  in  controlling  dust.  I  understand  from  the  people  who  actually 
did  the  site  work;  that  that  was  never  needed  because  the  dust  production  just  wasn’t  a  problem. 

A  temporary  enclosure  to  decontaminate  the  drilling  apparatus  which  might  have  had  a 
little  dirt  or  dust  on  it  after  the  testing  was  completed.  This  is  a  three-sided  structure  with  a 
swimming  pool  liner  supported  by  plywood,  three-sided  to  prevent  winds  from  blowing  in  and 
to  prevent  any  wash  down  water  from  blowing  out  of  the  area.  Of  course  any  water  that  was 
used  to  wash  down  the  trucks  and  drilling  apparatus  and  so  forth  would  be  contained  in  this  area 
and  then  collected  and  disposed  of. 
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A  collection  of  soil  samples  on-site  and  across  the  ditch,  the  area  across  539.  One  thing 
you  may  note  in  tliis  case,  the  technician  isn’t  wearing  any  kind  of  a  face  mask,  he’s  wearing 
gloves  but  those  are  ordinary  every  day  work  gloves,  and  they  are  there  to  protect  his  hands 
from  thorns  and  rocks  and  branches,  but  there  are  no  special  precautions  in  this  case  being  taken 
for  radiation  control  purposes. 

So  I  appreciate  the  concern;  we  are  concerned  about  any  catastrophic  release  of 
contamination  to  people  in  the  area,  too.  We  wouldn’t  be  proposing  this  if  we  didn’t  have  good 
evidence  that  we  think  this  can  be  done  safely  and  the  material  can  be  put  in  an  area  where  it’s 
designed  for  control  of  these  areas,  which  the  BOMARC  Site  is  not.  Assuming  that  it  can  be 
done  in  a  cost  effective  manner,  it  would  be  a  good  thing  for  the  Air  Force  and  we  hope  will 
be  a  good  thing  for  the  people  in  Plumsted  Township. 

Ms.  Geil:  One  other  thing,  as  I’m  sure  you  are  all  aware,  is  the  soil  out  around  the 
BOMARC  Site  is  rather  sandy  and  it  doesn’t  create  dust  very  readily  out  there  just  in  the  first 
place;  even  if  we  didn’t  do  any  of  these  sorts  of  activities.  And  we  do  have  planned  in  the  cost 
estimates,  money  set  aside  for  designing  particular  things  like  that  box  around  the  coring  facility 
and  such  so  that  whatever  details  on  the  remediation  as  we’re  designing  it,  those  sorts  of  things 
there  is  money  being  set  aside  for  designing  those  sorts  of  things,  too. 

Were  there  any  other  questions  or  comments?  Yes  Sir. 

Participant:  [Off  mike.]  I  wanted  to  ask  you,  when  you  took  samples  of  the  site,  you 
only  took  edge  fringements,  am  I  right? 

Ms.  Geil:  Edge  fringements? 


Participant:  Meaning  you  only,  you  took  the  chance  of  taking  samples  from  the  site 
where  the  accident  happened,  and  they  just  took  new  pieces  from  around  the  edge,  is  that 
correct? 

Colonel  Case:  No. 

Ms.  Geil:  No. 

Participant:  How  large  samples  were  they? 

Ms.  Ceil:  A  large  number  of  samples  were  taken.  Each  sampling  analysis  can  only 
handle  a  certain  amount  of  soil,  so  the  size  of  the  sample  is  not  what’s  important  but  the  number 
and  the  area  over  which  they  are  taken. 

Participant:  [Off  mike.]  My  point  is  that  I  think  that  you  were  not  just  — if  you  delve 
too  deeply  into  it  to  get  a  sizeable  sample,  you  could  create  a  problem  bigger  than  you  — 

Ms.  Geil:  We  took  those  coring  samples. 

Colonel  Case:  You  need  to  understand  that  in  some  cases  there  were  measurements 
made  with  instruments  on  the  ground  to  detect  the  highest  levels  that  could  be  detected.  And 
then  those  areas  were  sampled  and  removed  as  part  of  the  testing  process.  So  the  samples  were 
not  limited  to  around  the  edge  of  this  material.  There  were  samples  from  some  of  the  various 
areas  with  the  highest  readings  that  could  be  found  to  try  to  get  a  handle  on  what  the  real  risk 
could  be.  So  we  have  been  into,  and  in  fact  by  the  sampling  process,  have  probably  removed 
some,  of  the  hotter  areas  that  are  on  that  site. 

Ms.  Geil:  That  drill  rig  that  we  had  a  slide  of  in  there,  one  of  the  places  that  was 
selected  for  sampling  was  the  higher  areas  and  we  took  cores  down  24  inches,  right,  in  places? 

Ten  feet  and  it  only  —  we  should  have  Phil  give  some  of  the  details  here  —  but  they  were  deep 
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samples  taken  and  it  was  not  shown  to  have  migrated  down  in  the  column.  There  was  more  fill 
put  on  top  of  it  so  some  of  the  radiation  was  found  lower  down,  but  that  was  fill  put  on  top  of 
it  afterwards  in  order  to  contain  the  plutonium. 

Participant:  [Off  mike.]  What  I  was  trying  to  get  at  was  were  those  samples  productive 
enough  to  make  the  technology  that  Congressman  Saxton  —  feasible  to  do  the  job  that 
everybody  seems  —  I  mean  were  they  just  light  samples,  it  might  not  be  as  effective  is  what  I 
was  driving  at. 

Ms.  Geil:  These  were  samples,  this  was  a  feasibility  study  remember,  so  all  we  were 
wanting  to  do  was  to  be  able  to  determine  what  types  of  things  might  be  useful.  We  still  need 
to  do  the  remedial  design  which  may  include  taking  some  more  samples  possibly,  and  we  will 
be  taking  samples  during  and  after  the  clean-up  to  make  sure  that  we’ve  gotten  all  of  the  areas. 

Colonel  Case:  I  would  Uke  to  add  also,  I  heard  a  new  part  of  your  question  and  that 
addresses  the  on-site  processing  where  as  one  of  the  alternatives  we  talked  about  using  a 
technology  that  would  be  able  to  remove  some  of  the  plutonium  from  the  soil  and  return  cleaner 
soil  to  the  site  and  take  the  more  contaminated  stuff  off  and  bury  it  at  a  radioactive  waste 
facility.  Our  preferred  alternative  doesn’t  include  that  particular  technology. 

Participant:  It  ought  to  be  considered. 

Ms.  Geil:  It  is  being  considered.  Part  of  the  problem  with  it  is  that  it  does  not  clean 
the  soil  so  that  there  is  nothing  in  it,  it  simply  concentrates  most  of  the  plutonium  and  there  is 
still  plutonium  in  the  clean  part  of  it  too.  It’s  not  100  percent  removed. 

Colonel  Case:  The  site  has  a  number  of  different  sources  of  contaminated  materials,  one 
of  those  is  soil.  Fortunately  or  unfortunately,  the  more  heavily  contaminated  materials  are  not 
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soil.  The  more  heavily  contaminated  materials  are  concrete  and  asphalt,  and  fortunately  for  us 
that’s  what  has  been  containing  this  material  over  the  30  plus  years  since  the  accident.  Now, 
as  I  understand  it,  the  process  that  was  being  used  would  be  very  difficult  to  apply  to  the 
concrete  and  asphalt. 

Ms.  Geil:  It  does  not  apply  to  asphalt. 

Participant:  [Off  mike.]  In  answer  to  your  remark  about  the  effects  of  plutonium  on 
human  health,  I  have  an  article  written  in  the  Asbury  Park  Press  in  1987  by  a  Patricia  Malum  - 
-  but  in  this  article,  which  is  titled  BOMARC  Fire  Concerns  Linger  in  Homestead  Area,  and  in 
this  article  she  states,  and  I  will  read  verbatim,  plutonium,  a  manmade  element,  emits  alpha 
particles  not  strong  enough  to  penetrate  the  skin,  but  able  to  cause  internal  bleeding  in  lungs  or 
bone  marrow  cancer  if  inhaled  or  ingested.  I  just  wanted  to  say  that  so  that  people  would  be 
aware  of  it. 

Colonel  Case:  I’m  aware  of  that  and  I  am  also  aware  that  for  the  employees  of  the 
government  who  worked  at  Los  Alamos  and  worked  with  plutonium  and  developed  the  bomb, 
who  have  plutonium  in  their  lungs,  none  of  them  have  yet  developed  cancer. 

Participant:  But  you  being  aware  of  it,  I  wonder  why  you  made  the  statement  earlier, 
that’s  why  I  brought  it  up,  and  I  also  want  to  add  one  more  question  before  I  sit  down.  Why 
did  it  take  the  government  so  long  to  bring  this  thing  to  where  we  are  today.  I  mean  something 
of  this  magnitude  should  have  been  addressed  a  long  time  ago  and  straightened  out  one  way  or 
the  other.  I  want  to  know  what  you  have  to  say  in  reference  to  why  this  thing  has  dragged  and 
dragged.  What  pressures  on  it  and  yet  all  this  —  something  that  you  Just  didn’t  want  to  deal  with. 
I  think  the  public  has  a  right  to  know  what  they’ve  got  here  and  how  it  should  be  straightened 
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out. 

Ms.  Geil:  Part  of  it  was  in  reference  to  exactly  the  concerns  that  you  had  on  how  to 
deal  with  the  issue.  So  we  put  on  the  concrete  and  the  asphalt  in  order  to  contain  the  material 
and  we  did  annual  surveys  and  such  to  make  sure  that  it  wasn’t  going  anywhere  and  thoi  some 
of  these  technologies  such  as  Congressman  Saxton  brought  up  were  developed.  And  at  that  point 
is  when  we  decided  to  take  a  closer  look  at  the  60MARC  Site  and  see  whether  we  should  do 
something  different  than  what  we  had  been  doing. 

Colonel  Case:  I  would  have  to  add  in  addition  to  that  that  there  are  some  legislation  that 
exists  today  that  didn’t  exist  in  those  days,  having  to  do  with  environmental  clean-up  and 
environmental  restoration  and  that’s  a  very  very  useful  and  helpful  thing  to  us  to  try  to  deal  with 
this  issue  now  when  previously  it  would  have  taken  other  resources  from  other  programs  to  deal 
with  the  issue.  And  we  felt  that  the  site  was  being  adequately  controlled  and  we  still  do,  but 
this  is  an  opportunity  that  may  not  last  forever  for  us  to  permanently  deal  with  the  situation  and 
that’s  what  we’re  trying  to  do. 

Participant:  [Off  mike.]  Mayor  Dancer  brought  up  a  situation  that  I  don’t  think 
anybody  has  considered  and  that  was  the  fact  that  in  years  to  come,  long  after  we’re  all  gone, 
you’ve  got  areas  around  there  where  action  is  going  to  take  place  that  will  disturb  the 
environment  that  contains  the  plutonium. 

Colonel  Case:  All  the  more  reason  for  us  to  get  on  with  the  preferred  alternative. 

Mr.  Saxton:  I  would  just  like  to  see  I  am  really  pleased  that  the  gentleman  is  bringing 
all  these  questions  because  they  are  questions  that  linger  somqrlace,  and  we  all  try  to  be 
reasonable,  but  there  are  questions  that  linger  in  everybody’s  consciousness  and  they  have  in 
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mine.  This  issue  was  first  brought  to  light  in  modem  history  kind  of  by  accident  when  Km 
Dowling,  then  Commissioner  of  DEP  decided  that  this  was  a  ~  and  we  got  looking  at  some  of 
the  possibilities  that  existed  then  and  as  a  result  of  that  the  newspapers  wrote  a  lot  about  it  as 
you  know  and  as  a  result  of  those  newspaper  articles,  I  was  contacted  by  a  group  that  had 
developed  the  technology  that  sq)arates  this  type  of  plutonium  from  dirt,  they  had  a  device 
called  a  centrifuge  which  is  what  I  saw  which  works  as  Sharon  points  out.  It  sqKuates 
plutonium  at  the  bottom  of  a  little  drum  in  that  process  ~  and  I  went  out  there  and  saw  that  and 
there  were  volumes,  I  don’t  know  how  to  tell  you  how  much  dirt  there  was  there  that  had  been 
excavated  here  and  carted  out  there,  but  it  was  measured  in  terms  of  50  gallon  drums  and  I  was 
impressed  with  that.  Apparently  there  are  some  reasons  why  it  is  not  the  best  way  to  go  here. 
I  am  not  a  scientist,  I  can’t  make  those  kinds  of  decisions.  But  I  want  to  say,  I’m  pleased  that 
you  brought  up  the  concerns  that  you  did  because  we  all  have  those  concerns  and  that’s  one  of 
the  reasons  we’re  even  at  the  place  that  we  ate,  to  ensure  that  they  are  adequately  addressed. 
I  want  to  make  sure  from  my  point  of  view  and  for  my  constituents  who  I  care  about. 

Ms.  Geil;  Thank  you.  Do  you  have  a  question? 

Participant:  [Off  mike.]  If  you  identified  an  area  west  of  539  as  a  hot  spot,  would  you 
think  it’s  from  the  water,  why  weren’t  your  samplers  there  using  any  kind  of  precaution? 

Colonel  Case:  Because  the  levels  aren’t  high  enough  to  cause  any  teal  radiation 

» 

exposure  problem.  They’re  just  higher  than  some  of  the  levels  that  environmental  standards 
intended  to  address  long  long  long  term  occupancy  would  be  a  concern. 

Participant:  [Off  mike.]  If  your  window  of  opportunity  closes  in  ’93,  and  you  —  you 
would  not  then  make  any  kind  of  — 
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Ms.  Geil:  The  existing  conditions  alternative  also  includes  extending  the  fence,  but  at 
a  DOE  facility  that  the  low  level  radioactive  waste  contact  does  not  affect  implementability,  if 
DOE  accq)ts  it. 

Colonel  Case:  Our  preferred  alternative  includes  negotiation  with  the  DOE  to  use  one 
of  their  sites.  And  if  that  indeed  comes  to  fruition,  the  provisions  of  the  1  January  ’93  which 
affect  commercial  waste  sites  won’t  affect  that.  So  that’s  why  we’re  working  hard  to  try  to 
come  to  an  agreement  on  all  of  that. 

Participant:  Do  you  have  any  idea  what  those  three  geophysical  anomalies  were  outside 
the  plan? 

Colonel  Case:  Not  yet. 

Ms.  Geil:  The  launcher  is  a  possibility,  there  are  other  drums. 

Colonel  Case:  Buried  utilities. 

Participant:  [Off  mike.]  So  an  area  of  radiation  that  is  not  contained  ~  you  are  talking 
a  lot  about  how  airborne  particles  are  -•  and  this  butts  up  right  against  a  highway  and  — 

Colonel  Case:  I  don’t  think  it  really  does.  It’s  in  the  ditch  and  it  looks  like  it  butts  up 
right  against  the  highway,  but  it’s  not  really  accessible  to  anybody.  Folks  aren’t  in  there  driving 
trucks  through  the  ditch  and  those  kinds  of  things.  They  are  not  in  there  rooting  around  and 
digging  and  those  kinds  of  things.  The  levels  are  really  very  low. 

Participant:  Can  I  add  one  more  question?  I  was  concerned  when  you  were  talking 
and  having  those  various  things  put  on  the  screen,  there  was  something  that  was  misplaced  and 
it  said,  if  found  -- 1  think  it  was  when  the  young  lady  was  talking.  I  guess  it  was  the  launcher? 

Ms.  Geil:  Right. 
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Participant:  If  found?  I  want  to  know  how  it  got  lost  or  furthermore  I  want  to  know 
why  there’s  no  record  as  to  where  it  is  because  that’s  just  as  contaminated  as  anything  else 
around  here. 

Colonel  Case:  We  don’t  know  that  it’s  lost  and  we  don’t  have  the  record.  I  wish  we 
had  the  record  too.  We  know  that  it  can’t  be  any  more  contaminated  than  the  rest  of  the 
building,  it’s  not  very  contaminated,  frankly. 

Participant:  Apparently,  what  was  everybody  doing  to  try  to  contain  the  situation  and 
I  imagine  that  that  piece  of  equipment  was  carried  ol^  somehow  and  put  in  some  remote  area, 
I  don’t  know  where,  underground. 

Ms.  Geil:  Probably  buried  right  behind  the  shelter,  which  is  where  some  of  the 

Participant:  Any  way  of  detecting  it  with  — 

Nb.  Geil:  Geophysical  -- 

>  Colonel  Case:  It  should  have  been  found.  There  was,  just  for  your  information,  the 
major  amount  of  material,  the  plutonium  was  packaged  up  and  shipped  to  Texas  and  evmitually 
found  its  way  to  the  Pantex  Plant  in  Amarillo  and  then  to  the  Nevada  Test  Site.  There  was  also 
a  shipment  of  some  other  materials  from  inside  the  shelter,  the  missile  itself,  the  debris  from  the 
missile  itself,  and  other  things  from  inside  the  building  were  packaged  up  and  shipped  to  we 
believe  the  Idaho  National  Engineering  Laboratory  in  Idaho  Falls  Idaho.  The  records  of  the 
shiprhent  just  aren’t  that  specific.  They  just  say  contaminated  materials  and  debris  from  inside 
the  missile  shelter  and  that’s  it.  It  doesn’t  say  one  each  missile  launcher,  I  wish  it  did  then  this 
problem  would  go  away. 
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Msyor  Bossick:  Thank  you.  Are  there  any  other  questions  or  comments.  I  suppose  we 
should  put  my  address  up  above. 

Again,  we  want  to  thank  you  for  coming  today  and  for  your  comments  and  such.  I  think 
you  dw  look  in  the  future  for  a  public  hearing  or  two  or  more.  If  you  have  any  questions  that 
you  may  think  about  later  that  you  didn’t  bring  up  today,  please  send  them  to  Sharon.  She’s  the 
gatherer  of  all  questions  and  comments,  and  they  will  give  the  Tq)ort  out  on  this  hearing 
sometime  in  the  future. 

We  have  until  July  15th  to  get  those  comments  in.  'l\im  the  light  on  the  slide  projector. 

That’s  my  office.  While  he’s  getting  through  to  look  for  Sharon’s  address,  remember 
the  Burlington  County  Library  is  a  rqmsitory  for  the  volumes  of  information  that  is  available 
on  the  processes  that  we’ve  done  with  the  BOMARC  Site.  So  if  you  really  want  to  get  into  it, 
it’s  a  good  place  to  go. 

Ms.  Geil;  There’s  the  library.  My  address.  I  want  to  thank  you  all  very  much  for 
coming. 

[Whereupon  the  meeting  was  adjourned.] 
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July  2,  1992 


£fs.  Sharbu  Gail,  Projact  Maoagar 
HQ  AHC  /  CEVR 

Scott  Air  Porea  Base,  Illinois  -62225-5001 
Dear  Ms.  Gall, 

The  Manchester  Township  Environnantal  Coonifision  has 
reviewed  all  five  alternatives  for  the  cleanup  of  the 
BttfARC  Missile  Accident  Site  at  McGuire  Air  Force  Base. 

He  svvport  the  preferred  alternative  because  it 
addresses  cleanup  of  the  site  and  will  peraianently  reduce 
the  source  of  contanination  at  the  site.. 


LH/mao 

cc:  C.  Cicalf»e 

K.  Vanderslel 
R.  Turner 
SC  /  file 


Very  truly  yours. 


Lauren  Hamer 
Vif»  Chairperson 
Bnvlronnental  Coonission 
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July  3,  1992 


jfs.  Sharon  6«li 
Project  Itana^r 
HQ  AMC/CBVa 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Ill  62225-5001 
Bear  Hs.  Gall: 

Tta  Pluelaads  Preservation  Alliance  Has  revieited 
all  five  alternatives  for  tlie  BOKISC  Klsslle 
Accident  Site,  McOulre  Air  Force  Base,  Sew  Jersey. 

Ye  aire  opposed  to  alternatives  #1  and'i^  1)000080 
they  do  not  address  cleanup  of  the  site. 

Alternative  #3  addresses  only  a  Halted  amount  of 
contanlnated  laaterlals  zmd  does  not  address 
cleanup  of  the  entiz*e  site. 

The  two  reinalnlng  alternatives,  *4  and  address 
the  amount  of  cleanup.  One  method  treats  the 

soils  with  any  sources  less  than  8  plcocurles  per 
gram  being  returned  to  the  site.  The  other  does 
not  excavate  any  sources  tlaat  are  below  the  8 
.plcocurles.  per .  gram.  .  The  .difference  between.,  t^  . 
two  would  appear  to  be  the  amount  of  activity  and 
construction  on  site  that  would  be  req^ulred  to 
accomplish  this,  with  alternative  *4  requiring  the 
greater  amount. 

Ye  supx>ort  the  preferred  alternative  #5  because  It  . 
doesn’t  require  additional  construction  or  distur¬ 
bance  to  the  site  area.  Also,  It  will  permanently 
reduce  the  source  of  -contamination  at  -^jhe  sits. 


a. 

Theresa  Lettman 

Project  Manager-Monitoring  letwork 
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Kb.  Oiaron  Ceil 
HQ  liiEVC. 

SC30tt  AFB«  Illiildis  62225-50bi 
D«a7  IfB.  G«dl:' 

Oiaxik  you  for  providing  us  vith.  fhs  ppportunllgr  -to  xrevieir 

(FSIS)  for -tha'BdlSRC  *  ' 

Ni^ile  Site,  KcGoire  Air  Force  Base,  Hev  Jersey. 

Response,  -to.  our  commsnt  (Identified  as  conment  #24  in  Vol. .  2s 
.POblla  Hearing,.  Cowwent  and  Consultation  Lettera,  of  -Uie  Fin^ 
ETS)  has  been  noted. 


Tour  response  indicates  recognition  of  the  reguirenaxt  -to  secure 
a  404.  p<aaElt  (Issued  by  the  Department  of  -the  Ainy}.',  as  ejjtMfatod 
by  the  Glesin  Water  Act  (CfiA)  ,  prior  to  impact  (placeoBcart;  or 
disdha-rge  p£  fill,  na-terlal)  on  the  watus  of  -the  United  states. 
Please  k»49  this  regais^nssbt  in  nlnd  While  developing  plans  for 
the  final  select^  alternative. 

Please  direct  azy  ^lestions  to  Ha.  Ksry  Hafshall  of  the,  j.. 

.  Binrirmiaental  -Rescnxrces  Branch  at  (215)  656*6561. 


Sincerely, 


^  /I-  S 

I  iUAert  L.  cal: 


Rcwert  L.  CaTlegarl  . 
Chief,  .Plannijgtg.  9iy;lsioii 
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niytunsfiip  ofTCumsted 

Municipal  Offices 
P.O.  BokBSS 

NenrE^gypt.  Nenr  JetaegrOSSSS 


July  9,  1992 


lir.  &  Hrs.  Andrew  Favara 

RD  1,  Box  143A 

New  Egypt,  NJ  08533 

Dear  Mr.  &  Mrs.  Favara: 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  July  1  regarding  the  U.  S.  Air 
Force  proposal  to  remediate  the  BOMARC  site  of  plutonium 
contanlnaticm/yilA  of f-site  disposal.  The  public  comment 
deadline  period  est^lished' by  the  U.  S.  Air  Force  is  July 
15.  I.. am  forwarding  your  letter  to  Sharon  cell.  Project 

Manager  HQ  AMC/CBVR,  Scott  .  Air  Force  Ba8e>  IL  62225-500,  in 
order  to  be  part  of  the  official  proceedings.  Tour  comments 
are  important  to  both  the  Township  and  the  U.  S.  Air  Force 
during  this  concensus  building,  decision  making  process. 

By  copy  of  this  letter  1  am  reguesting  the  0.  S.  Air  Force 
Officials  to  answer  the  guest ions  in  your  correspondence.  I 
am  also  forwarding  a  copy  of  your  letter  to  our  Environmental 
Commission  for  their  perusal.  As  you  may  be  aware,  the 
Chairman  our  Environmental  Commission,  Ralph  Bitter  and  X 
have  personally  attended  all  public  hearings  on  this  mattesr- 

Thank  you,  once  again,  for  your  Interest.  1  would  enjoy 
speaking  with  you  personally,  please  call. 

Very  truly  yours. 


w 

Ronald  S.  Dancer 
Mayor 


RSDsdjh  .  ■ :  .  ■ 

cc:  -  Environmental  Commlss^n 
Scott  Air  Force  Basev^ 
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July  10^  1992 


JfSr  Sbarba  Gidl 
SO  MAC/IfESVC 
Scott  aVB,  tL  62225 

RE;  .BaMRRC 

?  * 

0«ar  Ns.  jGsil ; 

The  Office  of  Program  Coordination,  of  the  New  Jersey 
Department  of  JSnylronaental  Protection  has  coopleted  its 
review  of  the  Pinal  Bnvirmmental  inipact  Stateoient  for  the 
BOKRRC  Missile y. Site.  The  Hew  Jersey  B^artnent  of 
Environmeatal  Proftectlon  oononrs  with  the  selection  of  the 
off-’Site  disposal  of  radioactive  waste  as  the  preferred 
alternative  for  the  remediation  of  the  BOiaEC  Missile  Site* 
we  offer  the  attached  eomnents  regarding  potential  impacts 
to  groundwater  for  your  consideration.  We  hope  that  they 
will  helpful  to  the  Air  Force  cis  this  project  proceeds  to 
the  raaMdiation  stage. 


*  .  * 

I  Please  contact  Owen  Sarunas  (609-633r>1455)^  -Case 

i  Manager^  -.in  tlie  O^artaant's  Bureau  of  Federal  case 
Managemoit  of  the  Blvislon  of  Responsihle  Party  Rcaaediation. 
if  you  have  mx^.  question  regarding,  the  Department  of 
i  Environmental  Protection  and  Energy's  review  of  the  Rsmsdial 
Investlgation/Feasibllity  Study* 

Thshfc^yott  for  giving  the  Hew  Jersey  ih^artment  of 
Environiiiantal  .Froteotion  and  Energy  the  opportunity  to 
review  the  Final  Environmental  impact  stateawoit. 


Director 

Office  of  Program  coordination 


o:  Owen  Barunas 
Attachment  ‘ 
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SMe  of  New  [ersqr 

DepartaHWtof  Envln>nmen»«l  FtoCectfoa  aad  Eofgy 
DM>fc>n  of  PufaOc^  Ftmded  Site  Kemedlatjon 
CM  413 

ticnton.N)086Z54M13 

Td.»60M4-290Z 

Fax.i^tiO»433'Z360 


To: 


From: 


MSMOiailDUX 


JUL  051932 
JUL^ 


AmhaivJ.Fttro 

DBpeaor 


•  "-.’I 

tiicd 


! 

■i 


sob;}  mot: 


Gwmrt  Barunasi  Case  Kanmgmr 
Bttmu  of  Fmdmral  case  Managmoumt 
Oiv^ion  of  Raaponmlble  Party  site.  Kamadiatlon 

Jeff  Story,  Geologist  C;*/ 

Btirmau  of  Grouxid  Wate^Pollutlon  Abatement 
Division  of  Publicly  Funded  Site  Beaediation 

Pinal  Snviroaaeatal  Xa^et  Statement  for  the  BDIOHC 

Kissile  Site,  KeGoixe  AFB,  say  1992 

* 

Baokgrotuxd 

« 

« 

The  above-referenced  Environmental  impact  Statement  (EIS) 
pertains  to  the  investigation  of  ’the  ii^in:t  of  weapons  grade 
pluioniUB  (WGP)  and  its  daughter  products  on  air,  soil, 
strictxures,  surface  water  and  groundwater  resulting  from  a 
misi^lle  fire  and  explosion  whi^  occurred  at  the  site  in  June 
19Sd.  The  EIS  was  revised  to  incorporate  comments  provided  to 
the  DSAF  by  the  Diqpartment  and  USEPA  -  Region  II  during  the 
January  9,  1992  meeting  on  the  Remedial  investigatlon/Feasibllity 
Study  (RI/FS)  and  the  EIS,  in  subsequent  correspondence,  and  a 
pubMc  hearing  held  on  October  3,  1991  regarding  sane. 

The  EIS  Is  not  acceptable  to  this  bureau  since  infozMtien 
obtained  in  the  RI/FS  .is  inadequate,  particularly  regarding*  *  the 
p&tt  ntial  for  impact  to  the  groundwater  at  and  near  the .  site. 
The  -  following  eomnents  denote  deflclanclee  in  the  EXS.  Comments 
reg«  rding  cleanup  of  contaminated  soils  which  may  impact 
greuadeat^  are  deferred  to  the  Technical  coordinator. 


General  Oommente 


Information  obtained  during  the  Rl/FS  indicated  that  theire 
la  no  H6P  in  groundwater  at  the  eite.  Therefore,  the 
environmental  or  plutx>n£um  in  groondifater  was  not 

considered  In  the  Els.  It  is  considered  by  this  bureau  that 
there  is,  in  general,  a  leek  of  information  regarding  site- 
i  specific  groundwater  quality  to  determine  If  it  has  been 
!  iiqmcted  by  redionuclidee.  Likewise,  the  potential  for 
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colloidal  transport  of  plutoniua  in  groundvatar,  if  any*  was 
not  sufficiently  evaluated  In  the  SI/FS. 

i 

2.  I  iThe  preferred  alternative  Is  offsite  disposal  of 
I  contaminated  materials.  This  bureau  concurs  with  this 
i  alternative.  However,  additional  infomatlon  on  groundwater 
:  quality  must  be  obtained  to  determine  if  it  has  been 
I  ii^oted  l^f  activities  at  the  site. 

Specific  Comments 

3.  I  Section  2.2;  HEPA  Ho  Action  Alternative 

a;(  Znqluded  in  this  alternative  are  radiological  surveys. 

‘  '  Tbdise'  surveys  would  include  "sampling  of  'lo  on-site 
groundwater-monitoring  wells".  Honitorlng  of  offsite  wells 
;  is  not  included  in  the  proposal. 

I  Information  regarding  water  quality  and  groundwater  flow 
j  directions  and  rates  is  needed  in  both  onsite  zmd  offsite 
i  areas.  Additional  monitoring  of  groundwater  both  on  and  off 
’  the  site  must  be  conducted  under  a  supplemental  R1  to 
determine  the  potential  impact  to  groundwat^  quality.  The 
results  must  be  ineitaded  in  a  revised  SZS. 


b) 


4. 


8. 


a) 


The  frequency,  duration  and  monitoring  parameters  were  not 
specified. 

The  frequency,  duration  and  parameters  for  groundwater 
monitoring  must  be  specified. 

Section  3. 3. 3. 2;  6round«mtar  Plow  Characteristics 

It  is  stated  that  "a  groundwater  divide  exists  adjacent  to 
Ocean  County  Boute  839.  However,  no  groundwater  elevation 
,  data  to  tile  west  of  the  site  is  available,  and  a  definitive 
igrooi^water  divide  cannot  be  established." 

A  BOnit^ing  well<s)  must  be  installed  west  of  the  site 
to  verify  groundwater  flow  characteristics  in  that  area. 
iThls  activity  must  be  included  in  a  supplemental  HI  work 
I  plan.  The  results,  must  be  included  in  a  xrevlsed  EIS. 

Section  3. 3. 3. 3;  Groundwater  Quality 

Zt  is  stated  that  "Limited  groundwater  quality  information 
is  available  for  the  boharc  missile  site.  The  data 
jeollected  at  the  site  have  focused  on  site-derived 
Icontamlnation" .  HO  site-specific  information  was  provided 
lin  the  RI/Fs  on  major  ions,  organic  carbon  content  and 
oxidation  state  of  the  groundwater. 
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Submittial  of  this  information  must  be  included  ‘in  a 
eupplemental  Xtl  report.  It  will  indicate  if  the  groundwater 
environment  Is  conducive  to  colloidal  transport,  and 
therefore,  the  migration  of  radionuclides  adsorbed  to  the 
colloids.  Evaluation  of  these  data  must  be  included  in  the 
revised  Eis. 

It  Is  stated  that  "It  is  not  clear  vhether  the  plutonium 
detected  at  various  times  and  in  varying  veils  represents 
saa^les  contaminated  vith  the  surface-contamlnated  soils,  or 
if  it  reflects  the  actual  presence  of  plutonium  in  the 
groundwater. " 


i  To  fully  assess  the  presence  of  plutonium  and  to  determine 
;  :the -iii^cE"to  groundwater  from  plutonium, 'if  any,  addlticmal 
ground!water  monitoring  must  be  proposed  in  a  supplemental  B1 
j  wor]c  plan.  fiesults  must  be  discussed  in  a  revised  EXE. 


ci  "It  should  be  noted  that  because  plutonium  has  low 
solubility  and  high  sorption,  it  can  be  transported  through 
groundwater  vith  soil  colloids.  However,  this  type  of 
transport  is  very  erratic  and  difficult  to  predict. 
Relatively  long-term  pumping  and  sampling  would  be  needed  to 
•  •  actually  detect  its  presence  in  a  monitoring  well." 

h  long-term  ground%mter  monitoring  program  (e.g. ,  annually) 
must  be  proposed  in  the  st^)plemental  groundwater  RI  report. 
Data  obtained  daring  this  monitoring  must  be  used  to  verify 
that  plutonium  is  not  present  in  groundwater  at  or  near  the 
!  site  and  to  evaluate  the  potential  for  migration  (e.g. ,  by 
i  colloidal  transport)  of  plutonium  or  its  daughter  products 
!  due  to  the  existing  groundwater  characteristics  (e.g., 

I  oxidation-reduction  potential  and  organic  carbon  content, 
i  both  natural  and  antltf  opogenlc) . 

It  is  stated  that  "Standard  water  supply  parameters  .(i.e., 
inorganic  species  and  others)  have  not  been  evaluated  at  the 

Such  data,  including  oxidation-reduction  potential  (Bn) , 
dissolved  orygen  and  total  organic  carbon  (TOC) ,  must  be 
submitted  in  a  supplemental  RZ  report.  Results,  and  their 
bearing  on  radionuclide  migration,  must  be  discussed  in  the 
revised  asis. 

S.  Section  3. 3. 3. 4;  (Groundwater)  Dser  inventory 

Zt  is  stated  that  "The  BOKARC  Missile  Site  is  located  within 
the  area  supplied  by  the  Lakehurst  Haval  hir  and  Engineering 
Center  (KEBC)  water  System.  A  few  other  private, 
industrial,  and  agricultural  groundwater  users  exist  within 
the  region  (Battelle  Columbus  Division,  1988) .  The  DSAFOEHL 
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(X988)  Study  identified  several  private  residence  Wells 
within  one  to  three  nlles  of  the  site,"  xn  Voluae  3, 
Methbdology.  Developsent,  It  is  stated  that  "Individual 
private  wells  nay  exist  in  the  region  near  the  site, 
however,  additional  research  and/or  survey  work  is  needed  to 
confira  the  existence  and  use  of  all  wells  in  the  area." 


It  is  not  clear  if  the  additional  survey  work  been 

I  ccss^leted  or  whether  a  formal  well  search  of  Oep^rtment  well 
records  was  cohdncted.  clarification  is  reguired.  A  well 
search  must  be  conducted  of  all  donestic  wells  within  a 
half-mile  radius  of  the  site  and  all  public  supply  wells 
within  a  one-^le  radius  of  the  site.  Results  must  be 
i  discussed  in  the  revised  £IS« 


7. 


Sections  4,1.2. 2,  4,2, 2. 2,  4.3,2.2f  4. 4, 2, 2,  and  4. 5. 2. 2; 
Grotmdwater 


Ihe  ia^ct  to  groundwater  resulting  f rcm  each  of  the  five 
remedial  alternatives  is  evaluated.  It  is  stated  that,  "As 
discussed  id  Section  3. 3,3. 3,  groundwater  sampling  and 
analysis  indicated  tl»t  no  radioactivity  associated  with 
plutonium  could  be  detected"  and,  "Due  to  the  insoluble 
nature  of  the  contaminants  and  their  adsorption  to  soils, 
i  contaminants  are  not  likely  to  be  found  in  the  groundwater," 
i  The  information  provided  in  the  RI/FS  left  doubts  regaxrding 
j  the  pr^ehce  of  plutonium  in  gzxiundwater  and  no  information 
I  was  provided  on  the  solubility  of  plutonium  or  americium. 


!  Solubility  data  must  be  provided  in  the  supplemental  RI 
i  report.  To  determine  if.  plutonium  is  present  in 

j  groundwater,  the  USAF  must  perform  additional  groundwater 
I  monitoring.  Results  must  be  discussed  in  a  revised  EXS. 


8. 


9. 


I  Section  4.2;  ITBPA  No  Action  Alternative 

Operational  procedures  iaq^lementing  this  alternative  mnild 
include  .^^quarterly  visual  insp^ztions"  and  "radiological 
surveys' once  every  5  years", 

Tlui  fregnency  of  groundwater  monitoring  must  be  on  an  »"r»rtaT 
basis,  at  a  minimum.  Additional  information  on 
radionuclide  presence  and  transport  in  groundwater  is 
neoessary  prior  to  determining  an  acceptable,  ongoing 
I  monitoring  program.  Such  a  monitoring  program  should  be 
'.proposed  following  the  supplemental  RI  conducted  in 
accordance  with  Department  recommendations,. 

Volume  3,  Appendix  3-2,  Section  2.2.4;*  Plow  Net 
characteristics 

It  is  stated  that  "Groundwater  movement  to  the  north  is  not 
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•lepected,  although  vatar  level  data  are  not  available  to 
verify  tbifi  condition.” 

Verification  of  the  directions  of  groundwater  flciw  must  be 
Included  in  a  eiippXeaental  RZ  report-  Results  mist  be 
I  discussed  in  a  revised  SIS, 

I  • 

Sbo^d  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  neiBoraiidun,  I  can 
be  reached  at  2-8427. 


c*  pary  Csocdc,  B6RPA 
Irene  Kropp,  BdUPA 
flUvMcimne^  B6WPA 
Venae  Rugihara,  BBBRA 
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ScottA.Wdner  KariJ.Ddmiy 

(jornaUsAtaer  Dmaor 


CBBTIEIED  MM& 

HBTOWI  KBCSIPT  HBQDBSTBD 
an.  P  642  608  649 

Kb.  Sharon  GoU 
BOKAC/iaaEV^ 

Scoth  MSB,:  IL  .62225-5001 


y  3  JUL 1S9Z 


Dear  Ma.  Gell, 


Bat  BOliaPC  KlasUa  Site 

KcOoixe  Bir  soree  Base 
inciothstown,  Burlington  oo. 

Draft  Prc^posed  Plan 

Xbe  Bew  Jees^  oeipartaant  of  BrndroniMBital  Protection  **><<  energy  (BJDXEB)  haa 

rtrieiied.  the  draft  Proipoaed  Plan  (PP)  for  the  BQMMtC  site  has  the 

follOMing  ooBBentsi 

1}  The  jprepoaed  Kee  Jersey  Cl.eaTmp  Standards  utilise  a  health  riav  basis  of  lO^. 
Bsaaidlatiaa  to  a  health  risk  level  of  lo^  ie  not  acceiptable. 

2)  Xbe  Issue  of  chwiloal  oontaminaTits  at  this  site  was  to  be  eivaluated  Iqr  a 
parallel  Investigation  (the  IBP).  This  investigation  was  eanceled  dn»'tp  a 
lack  of  funding.  The  presance  of  cbanieal  cantaadnants  on  site  anst  be 
addressed. 

3)  Page  1.  para.  2  -  Xbe  plutoniois  loss  ms  dasoribed  aa  *a  —«'»'»  anonnt."  This 
ooDtradlcts  the  BZ/ss  (page  B8-1,  para.  5)  'idiixOi  states  'a  aubstazitlBl  anount 
of  plutonlua  ms  exhausted  fm  Shelter  204  during  the  ineidaot.''  Xbe 
deecrlptlon  that  the  less  ms  eabstastlal  is  supported  in  the  BX/P8  idUob 
indicates  that  to  300  grasa  of  mapcna  grade  plutonim  ms  involved 
(Section  4.1 .5.3 .2,  para.  3).  Tbe  characterization  of  the  lose  as  *aeall'* 
should  bs  oorrected. 

4)  pace  1.  para.  9  -  The  pccpoaed  plan  does  not  co^y  with  ’‘^pUcSble  state 
cleanup  standards".  This  statSMent  east  be  amended  aooordi^ly. 

5}  Paae-  3.  Batnre  an*  *»*ifg|t  of  esost*^-**^-****  -  Infnrmattnn  provided  in  the  RZ/FS 
report  and  BIS  were  inconclusive  regarding  the  prsnenoe  of  weapons  grade 
plutonium  (BOP)  In  ground  water  at  the  site.  InfOreiKtlan  on  ganeral 
ground  water  quality  (e.g.  oarldation/redactlon  potential,  dlsaolvad  ozyyen 
and  totflJL  erganlo  carbon)  was  not  provided  so  an  evaluation  of  -  ooXloidnl 
transport  of  WSP,  If  any,  in  ground  mter  could  not  be  perfomed.  B 
well  ms  not  Installed  and  saspled  -in  the  ponded  area  which  received 
significant  aatoonts  of  runoff  during  and  aftsr  tto  fire  flatting  activltlea. 
Bwcngrm  have  detected  slgnlf  ioent  levels  of  radioactivity  in  in 


In  ordar  to  evaluate  this  area,  a  supplamental  RZ  work  plan  for  ground  water 
snwt  be  anbmlttad  to  the  DepazixDsnt. 


Nter/eaeraeiSsar 
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6)  Pw  3,  para,.  5  -  This  paragraph  iiwplias  hhat:  Xlirtle  novaaiea-t  pg»fc«»Trfc:-i ai  for 

-the  plohonLiim  exishs.  This  Is  sssnLGigl.y  contradictory  to  SeetlM  4. 1.5.2. 1, 
para.  2  and  3  in  the  SX/PS  which  or  state  "inoveiiiexit  to  out  of  the 

ponding  area  has  probably  taken  place  during  major  storms  since  the  ditch  was 

7)  Page  4.  Snmaary  "f  ->  xhe  evaluation  of  the 

potential  risks  to  future  on-site  residents  did  not  include  the  potential 
risk  of  unrestricted  use  of  grouxid  water  at  the  site.  Xnsuffioient 
information  was  provided  in  the  BZ/PS  to  dsterml  ne  if  is  present  in 
ground  water.  The  most  abundant  isotope  of  WSP  has  a  half-life  of 
appxxneiniately  24,000  years*  It  is  unce^ain  if  site  access  restrictions  can 
be  maintained  for  that  period  of  time.  The  HJDEPB  requests  that  this  issue 
be  discussed. 

8}  Pace  S,  Clea"]«p  T^^wrels  —  Cleanup  levels  for  ground  water,  sorfacs  water  and 
air  were  not  wwtiaM  -i.shed  since  "no  concentrations  of  radionuclides 
attributable  to  the  missile  accident  were  detected  ih*  ^ese  madia.  A 
supplemental  5Z  to  inyestigate  the.  presence  of-  MOP  in  .gsound.  water  at  and. 
near  the  site  must  be  ccnqileted  to  determine  Whether  plutaaiom  found  in  some 
wells  during  the  first  round  of  sanpling  was  the  result  of  the  i  n  ng 
qparation  or  if  It  Is  in  ground  water  at  the  site.  If  present, 

cleanup  levels  for  WGP  must  be  developed  using  the  Department's  proposed 
Cleanup  Standards  for  Contaminated  sitee  and  tto  maximum  cMibaminant  levels 
(KCLs)  for  {Hofl  contained  in  the  New  Jersey  Safe  Drink±ng  Water  Act 

(H.  j.A.c.  7zl0-l  eb  sec.  1 .  The  cleanup  levels  must  be  protective  of  a  Class 
l-PL  (Pinelands  Preservation  Area)  aquifer. 

9}  Pace  9 .  The  Preferred  Alternative  -  The  XiSAP  prefers  to  dispose  of  the  BOManc 
waste  in  a  Department  of  Energy  (DOB)  low-level  radioactiva  waste  facility. 

alternative  is  acceptable  provided  that  a  supplemental  BZ  work  plan 
ground  water  is  submitted  to  the  Department. 

10)  pace  10.  oara-2  -  The  Air  Force  is  apparently  reserving  the  right  to  modify 
the  results  at  the  BZ/PS  process  at  some  time  in  the  future  based  on  its  own 
to-be-developed  evaluation  of  the  cost-effectiveness  of  the  preferred 
alternative.  This  is  questioned  on  the  basts  that  cost  analysis  is  already 
a  part  of  the  PS.  The  FS  figures  should  be  sufficient  to  evaluate  the 
eost-effectivaness  of  the  alternatives  and  this  analysis  should  have  already 
been  a  part  of  the  process  in  tdiieh  the  Air  Force  identified  tl»  preferred 
alternative . 

11]  Pace  lO.  Bara-4  -  The  excavation  of  source  mnl-erial  at  8  piooouries  per  gram 

will  not  address  the  ponding  area  on  the  other  side  of  Route  539  which  is  the 
most  contaiBinated  site  outside  the  oonfines-of  the  Bomaro  installation 
pcojper.  As  site  is  vuseoured  and  is  a  aourpe  of- radioactive ■■mqtarini-  —  r  . 

potmtlally  subject  to  movement  into  a  downstream  wildlife  area,  this  is  ' 
unacceptable. 

Should  you  have  any  questions,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me  at  (809)  663- 

1455. 


Bureau  of  Federal  Case  Kanagemaot 


oc.  Owen  Barunas,  BCHPA 

Teruo  Sugibara,  HBKRA 
Jeffrey  Story,  BOWFA 
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-tlw  liosi:  HunicipalltY  tq  the  BCBOSC  l^ssllO'-Base'plixtjCiniini 
t1:aiiliiatlon,  Flunstaa's  GoTerning  Bod7/1^  CO^it^es  and 

finviroiiaasital  Cqimlsslozi  hava  been  actl'^'  participants  in  thA 
lie. hearings  process. 


During  the  Jtme  aoth  public  hearing,  two  issues  of  significant 
eoheem  wen  discussed  ^ 


sif 

P 

d: 

be 


First,  while  the  contanlnation  around  silo  204  is  a  fenc^-in 
jte  -  specific  area  with  unlilcelY  breach  of  conteinnent,  the 
ijatoniuM  is  also  off -site  in  a'  drainage  ditch  in  a  oulTert,  and 
ijrectlY  under  heavily  .traveled  Scute  539.  UndoubtedlYf  th«re  will 
lax^  disturbance  to  this  public  highwaY  and  culvert  in  the 
[tiire'for  reconstruction,  with  the  llKelihoodof  land  disturbance 
ing-  unavoidable,  serious  consideration  oust  be  taken  to  safely 
r^qvB  the  contanlnate. 


I  secondlY,  this  proposal  has  a  window  ofopportunitT  for  both 
pdrutting  a^  funding.  As  of  JanuarY  Ir  1993,  a  federal  deadline 
takes  effect  after  which  no  low-level  radioactive  waste  can  be 
stlipped  fr^*  New  JerseY  because  of  a  law  that  reguire  ^ates  to 
fdnd  their  own  regional  disposal  area.  Not  only  could  the  BCSI&B.C 
/Sitg.,bj^._.h.filBal...cesting  .place  for  this,  plutonim,.. but  our,, tqwgfhip 
'cduld  bOegne' the  .State's  d^osito^  for  low  level  radioactive  waste 
ntitwlthstanding  present  day  Flnelands.  regulations.  . 

•  Confronted  with  this  United  window  of  oraortunlty,  Plunsted 
Township  caveats  the  U. 8..,  Air  Force  preferred  alternative  of  .off 
site  dlomsal  with  the  following  cGanoits: 

-  rthe- Flunsted  Township  Connittee,  Plunsted*  s  *  Bi^lronnaital 
cbmis^on' and .  Plunsted  *8  Office  of  Bnergency  .Managenent  nust  b.a 
IMoivqd  In  all  phases  of  site  renediation  piannlng'and  .activities, 
irior  to  '  the  cowenrengnt  of  the  nejct  phase.,  .  Inpienentation 
tjLanniug,.  Plunsted  Township  requests  that  our  representatives  from 
tpe  afor^'entioned. Bodies  be  appointed  to  ensure  our  input  and 
iitvolvenent. 


JUL-24-ig92  15: 18  FROM  EfiRTH  TECHNOLOGY-SflN  ANT  TO 
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Ms.  Sharon  Geil  ~  Page  2  - 


I  Discuss  l;ha  practicality  of  constructizig  an  impemeable 
for  all  sxcaTating  areas. 

Prior  to  Implementation,  further  mitigate  any  rlsX  by 
loping .  a  contingency  plan  in  the  event  of  a  transportation 
accident  and  spill. 

j  Plumsted  Township  acknowledges  and  ttiAnVa  Congressman  Jim 
Saxton  for  his  writing  efforts  and  tenacity  to  provide  our 
Comibanity  with  this  window  of  opportunity  for  funding  and 
p«nbitting  to  restore  the  area*s  envlronnental  Integrity. 


CCS  Congressman  Saxton 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

RE0ONII 

JACOB  K.  JAVrrS  FEOERAt,  BUII-DtNG 


>4EMr  YORK.  NEW  YORK  10278 

JUL 15 1992 


MS.  Sharon  Goll 
HQMfC/CEVR 
Building  P40-W 
507  A  Streeh 

Scott.  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois  62225-5022 
Bear  MS.  Geil: 


The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  reviewed  the  final 
environmental  In^ct  statement  (Bis) ,  the  final  remedial 
investigation/f easi bilily  study  (RI/FS) ,  and  the  proposed 
remedial,  action  plan  (PRAP)  for  the  U.S.  Air  Force's  (USAF) 
proposed  remedial  actions  for  the  radioactive  contamination  at 
the  BQHARC  Missile  Site  at  McGuire  Air  Force  Base  (AFB) ,  Mew 
Jersey.  This  review  was  conducted  in  accordance  with  Section  309 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  as  amended  (42  T7.S.C.  7609  12(a)  84  Stat. 
1709) ,  and  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  Moreover,  our 
review  also  reflects  the  provisions  of  the  Con^arehensive 
Environmental  Response,  coopensation,  and  Liahility  Act  of  1980, 
as  amended  by  the  Si^erfund  Amendments  and  Seauthorization  Act  of 
1986  (CERCLA/SARA)  . 

The  final  EIS'  and  RI/FS  evaluate  the  impacts  of  five  alternatives 
for  the  cleanup  of  weapons-grade  plutonium  (WGP)  and  amerlclum- 
241  that  were  released  into  the  environment  at  the  BOMARC  Missile 
Site  as  result  of  a  June  7,  1960  fire.  These  Include: 
unrestricted  access;  no-actdon;  limited  action;  off-site 
disposal;  and  on-site  treatment.  Based  on  the  analysis  provided 
in  the  final  EXS  and  RI/FS,  the  USAF  has  identified  off-slte 
disposal  as  the  preferred  alternative.  However,  the  final  Eis 
and  RI/FS  that  the  no-action  alternative  may  be 

isplemented  if  sufficient  funding  is  not  received.  The  PRAP 
summarizes  the  alternatives  for  addressing  radioactive 

i n^-n  ftTi  at  the  site,  and  presents  the  final  EIS  euid  RI/FS 
preferred  alternative  as  the  proposed  r«aedial  action  for  the 
site. 

SPA  previously  provided  the  USAF  with  comments  on  this  project  in 
our  October  28,  1991  review  of  the  draft  EIS,  our  Movonber  6, 

1991  evaluation  of  the  baseline  risk  assEuisment  and  radiological 
modelling  results,  and  our  December  9,  1991  review  of  the  draft 
RX/FS.  Moreover,  EPA  and  the  USAF  discussed  our  comments  and 
concerns  about  those  documents  during  a  January  9,  1992  meeting 
in  Edison,  New  Jersey.  Based  on  our  review  of  the  final  EXS, 
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Rl/FS,  and  PKAP,  we  believe  t±iat  many  of  the  concerns  that  KPA 
raised  in  our  previous  reviews  have  been  addressed.  However,  we 
have  some  remaining  conoems  that  should  be  addressed  prior  to 
proceeding  with  the  project;  the  following  are  our  comments. 

The  draft  EIS  Indicated  that  more  than  one  kilogram  of  VfGB 
remained  on  site  sifter  the  cleanup  actions  following  the  fire. 

In  our  comments  on  the  draft  EXS  and  Sl/FS,  we  ask4Ml  the  TTSAF  to 
develop  a  more  accurate  estimate  of  the  amount  of  W6P  remaining 
at  the  site.  Given  that  this  information  is  classified,  EPA,  New 
Jersey  Department  of  Suvironnental  Protection  and  Energy,  and 
USAF  agreed  during  our  Jeinuary  9,  1992  meeting  that  an 
unclassified  siunmaty  discussing  potential  residual  HGP  on  site 
would  be  adequate. 

Beised  on  the  USAF's  review  of  classified  information  pertaining 
to  the  recovery  of  material  from  the  accident  versus  the 
plutonium  inventory  of  the  warhead,  the  final  Els  and  RX/FS 
estimate  the  amount  of  unrecovered  WGP  at  the  site  to  be  between 
60  and  300  grams.  Although  we  recognize  tliat  these  estimates 
cannot  be  verified  independently,  EPA  accepts  them  for  the 
purpose  of  this  evaluation.'  Nevertheless,  if  significant  changes 
In  the  estimate  arise  during  the  implementation  of  the  remedial 
action,  we  rBcammend  that  the  dose  cissessment  evaluations, 
including  the  residual  radioactivity  program  (EESEAD)  model,  be 
updated. 

During  our  January  9  meeting,  the  agencies  also  agreed  that  final 
BESK&D  modelling  iruns  would  utilize  the  guidance  in  Gilbert  et. 
al.^  for  non-homogeneous  distribution  of  contamination,  with  the 
exposure  parameters  used  being  those  found  in  OSWER  Directive 
9285.6-03.  The  "clean-ttp"  level  presented  in  the  final  EIS  and 
KI/FS  (i.e. ,  8  pci/g  of  residual  activity),  which  was  derived 
from  the  RESRAD  model,  is  based  on  an  effective  dose  equivalent 
of  4  mrem  per  year.  This  represents  a  lifetime  Mnrwn  risk  of 
<10~^,  which  is  consistent  with  risk  levels  achieved  at  other 
site  cleanups . 

,  The  documents  state  that  the  no-action  alternative  would  be 
inqplemented  by  default  if  permission  is  not  secured  or  if 
disposal  options  are  not  cost  effective.  Given  the  half-life  of 
plutonium— 239 ,  we  believe  that  it  is  reasonable  to  assume  'that 
the  USAF  will  lose  institutional  control  of  the  site  before  the 
radioactive  material  becomes  stable.  With  this  in  mind,  we 
believe  that  the  ultimate  result  of  the  no-action  alternative 
would  be  similar  to  the  unrestricted  access  alternative,  which 
the  TTSAF  found  unreasonable  in  the  draft  EXS  due  to  the  excess 
lifetime  cancer  risk  of  greater  than  10"*  to  users  of  the  site. 


Hvilbert,  T.L.  et  al,  A  Mcmucd  for  Implementing  Residual 
RadUKKtive  Maierial  Giiidelines ,  DOE/CH/8901,  Argoxme  National 
Laboratory,  Argonne,  Illinois,  1989 
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Accordingly,  epa  believes  trhab  the  no— acblon  alternative  is  • 
acceptable  only  as  an  interim  action  vhile  the  USAF  secures 
adequate  funding  and  malces  arrangements  for  permanent  off-site 
disposal  of  radioactive  contamination . 

Moreover,  it  must  be  noted  that  EPA  has  concerns  about  the  no- 
aotion  alternative  being  implemented  on  ah  interim  Jaasis. 
Specifically,  we  believe  that  the  USAF  must  formally  commit  to 
addressing  potential  contamination  in  the  ponding  area  adjacent 
to  Route  539  and  the  culvert  below  the  road.  Although  the 
ponding  area  and  culvert  were  slated  for  study  under  the 
preferred  alternative,  the  no-action  alternative  not 
sufficiently  address  the  possible  contamination  in  those  areas, 
xmder  the  no-action  alternative,  the  ponding  area  would  be  fenced 
and  a  monitoring  program  would  be  developed  for  the  culvert. 
However,  because  of  the  potential  for  earth  disturbance  during 
road  maintenance  activities,  a  characterization  of  conditions  and 
need  for  possible  remediation  of  both  the  ponding  area  and  - 
culvert  should  be  included  in  the  no^ction  alternative. 

Additionally,  even  with  present  institutional  controls,  EPA  has 
concerns  about  the  maintenance  of  the  BOMARC  site.  Specifically, 
bcised  on  my  staff's  site  visits  last  fall,  the  final  EXS's 
characterization  of  conditions  at  the  site  does  not  appear  to 
reflect  current  management  practices.  Zn  fact,  in  our  January  9, 
1992  letter  to  LTC  william  Ordlce,  Base  Civil  Engineer,  MCGuire 
AFB,  we  esqiressed  concern  about  the  present  conation  of  the 
BOMARC  site.  Including  gaps  in  concertina  wire,  limited  number  of 
signs  indicating  the  radiological  hazard,  evidence  of 
trespassing,  and  cracks  in  the  apron  in  the  vicinity  of  Shelter 
204  .  The  USAF's  response  discussed  commitments  to  address  those 
concerns.  However,  until  a  permanent  remedy  is  ingtlemented,  ve 
recommend  that  visual  site  inspections  be  performed  more 
frequently  than  the  quarterly  inspections  presented  in  the  final 
BXS  cuid  RJ/FS.  Moreover,  we  believe  the  USAF's  decision  to 
peirform  animal  radiological  monitoring  (ground  water  sampling, 
soil  and  sediment  sasq>ling,  and  the  use  of  field  instrumentation 
to  detect  low  eneirgy  radiation)  will  be  effective  in  tracking 
site  conditions  should  the  no-action  alternative  be  implemented 
on  an  Interim  basis.  Accordingly,  ve  concur  with  the  USAF's 
proposed  meausmres  to  iiqprove  the  existing  maintenance  program  at 
the  BOMARC  site,  and  believe  that  these  commitments  must  be 
reflected  in  the  project's  ROD. 

The  preferred  alternative  (off-site  disposal)  involves  the 
rami^al  of  all  contaminated  material  above  the  threshold  level 
estab)  1  shed,  in  the  final  EZS  and  RX/FS.  This  alteimative  would 
include  the  excavation  of  soils,-  demoli-tion  of  Shelter  204  and 
other  structures,  removal  of  caps  zmd  contaminated  soil 
underneath,  and  location  and  removal  of  the  missile  launcher. 
Material  would  be  collected  and  shipped  to  an  appropriate 
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licensed  off -site  facility  for  disposal.  After  removal  of  the 
material,  the  site  would  be  restored  to  pre-accident  conditions. 

The  documents  indicate  that  three  commercial  low-level 
radioactive  waste  disposal  facilities  (l.e.  ,  Chem-Nuclear  in 
Barnwell,  South  Carolina;  U.S.  Ecology  in  Beatty,  Nevada;  and 
U.S.  Ecology  in  Hanford,  Washington)  are  currently  licensed  to 
receive  the  radioisotopes  present  at  the  BQBIAKC  site. 
Additionally,  the  documents  note  that  the  DSAF  has  contacted  a 
fourth  facility,  Snvirocare,,  Inc.  in  Utah,  that  has  applied  for 
an  amendment  to  its  license  to  allow  plutonium  disposal.. 
Neveirtheless,  because  of  the  significant  cost  difference,  the 
nSAF  has  stated  a  preference  for  disposal  of  the  BGMARC  waste  in 
the  Department  of  Energy's  (DOE)  lo%r-level  radioactive  waste 
facility  located  at  the  Nevada  Test  Site  (NTS)  .  However,  the 
documents  state  that  DOE  will  consider  disposal  at  the  NTS  only 
if  the  commercial  sites  refuse  permission  for  disposal  of  the 
BONARC  waste. 

The  documents  specifically  evaluate  the  feasibility  of  waste 
disposal  at  the  U.S.  Ecology  (Heuiford)  and  NTS  facilities. 
However,  similar  analyses  of  the  other  commercial  sites  is  not 
presented.  Consequently,  it  is  difficult  to  assess  whether  these 
facilities  are  the  best  choices  for  the  disposal  of  the  BOHARC 
waste.  In  a  related  matter,  it  must  be  noted  that  the  provisions 
of  the  Low-Level  Waste  Policy  Act  (LLNPA)  would  allow  states 
containing  commercial  disppsal  sites  to  ban  disposal  of 
radioactive  waste  generated  outside  of  their  respective  state 
compacts  after  January  1,  1993.  This  intending  deadline  may 
inqtact  the  inqtlementation  of  the  off-site  di^osal  alternative. 

In  view  of  the  potential  impact  of  the  LLNPA  on  disposal  at  the 
various  sites,  alternative  sites  that  will  remain  open  after  the 
cutoff  date  should  be  examined  further.  Accordingly,  the 
feasibility  of  disposing  of  the  BOMARC  radioactive  waste  at  the 
other  three  sites  identified  in  the  documents  most  be  reanalyzed 
and  presented. 

Clearly,  a  full  evaluation  of  all  the  alternative  disposal  sites 
is  critical  because  the  documents  indicate  that  "cost 
effectiveness"  is  a  key  factor  in  determining  whether  the  no¬ 
action  alternative  will  be  implemented  by  default.  However,  the 
documents  do  not  clearly  indicate  the  basis  for  such  a 
determination  (e.g. ,  site-specific  disposal  fees  or  funding 
availability) .  with  this  in  mind,  EPA  requests  the  opportunity 
to  review  the  factors  used  in  determining  cost  effectiveness  of 
the  alternative  sites  being  considered  for  off-site  disposal 
prior  to  the  issitance  of  the  project's  record  of  decision  (ROD)  . 

As  Indicated  in  our  previous  comments,  we  believe  that  off-site 
disposal  offers  a  permanent  solution  fpr  the  radioactive 
contamination  at  the  boharC  site.  However,  we  indicated  that 
stringent  management  practices  and  pollution  abatement  control 
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BteasuTca  are  needed  t:o  ensure  tiha't  radl.oactxve  i  TiaT7-h«  are 

not:  loat:  from  the  site.  As  such,  we  recommended  that  future 
project  documents  discuss  the  preparation  of  a  site  specific 
contingency  plan  that  would  prevent  the  transport  of 
contamination  off— site.  The  final  eis  provides  mitigation 
measures  for  all  alternatives  requiring  excavation  to  ccmtrol 
soil  erosion,  decjrease  fugitive  dust  sessions,  anri  lessen 
cxscmpational  and  public  health  is^CTts.  We  believe  the  measures 
identified  in  the  final  EXS  effecztively  iTniyiafe  the  potential 
resuspension  of  contamination  during  the  remediation  of  the 
BOHARC  site.  We  concur  with  the  (x>mmitnent  of.  the  USAF  to 
incorporate  the  mitigation  measures  into  the  remedial  design 
specif  legations,  and  request  a  copy  of  the  specifications  when 
they  are  available. 


In  conclusion,  based  on  our  review  of  the  final  £XS«  BX/FS,  and 
PRAP,  we  believe  that  the  USAF's  preferred  alternative,  off-site 
disposal,  offers  an  effecTtive  permanent  solution  to  the 

radioacstive  contamination  at  the  BOMARC  site.  Further,  we 
believe  that  the  no-action  alternative  is  not  a  permanent 
solution  for  the  site;  rather,  it  c;an  serve  only  as  an  Interim 
ac:tion.  Nevertheless,  in  the  event  that  the  USAF  to 

implement  the  no-action  alternative  on  an  interim  basis,  we 
recommend  that  the  project's  ROD  include  exammitments  identified 
in  the  final  EXS,  RX/PS,  and  EPA's  recornmendations  to  ensure  that 
the  no— action  alternative  would  not  result  in  significuant  adverse 
environmental  or  public  health  Impacts.  X  would  appreciate  a 
CX3PY  of  the  ROD  and  Responsiveness  Summary  when  it  is  completed. 

X  ccTBimend  the  USAF  for  its  efforts  in  addressing  EPA's  csoncems 
and  look  forward  to  cxintinued  cxx)rdination  in  the  subsequent 
leases  of  this  project.  Xn  the  interim,  if  you  have  any 
questions,  please  feel  free  to  c:all  me  at  (212)  264-1892  or  John 
Fllippelli,  Chief,  Federal  Activities  Section,  at  (212)  r.64-6723. 


Sinc:erely  yours. 


- ^ 

Robert  W.  Hargrove,  thief 
Environmental  Xnpacts  Branch 


CCZ  Col.  D.R.  Case,  HQ/USAF/SGPA 

LTC  w.  Drake,  USAF,  McGuire  AFB 
T.  Simms,  USAF,  Atlanta,  Georgia 
L.  Schmidt,  NJDEPE 


